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SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 

As  a  separate  section  in  the  front  of  each  audit  report 
we  include  a  listing  of  all  recommendations  together 
with  a  notation  as  to  whether  the  agency  concurs  or 
does  not  concur  with  each  recommendation.  This  listing 
serves  as  a  means  of  summarizing  the  recommendations 
contained  in  the  report  and  the  audited  agency's  reply 
thereto  and  also  as  a  ready  reference  to  the  supporting 
comments.  The  full  reply  of  the  Department  of  Social 
and  Rehabilitation  Services  is  included  in  the  back  of 
this  report. 

Page 

Enforce  the  investigation,  reporting 
and  collection  provisions  of  the 
relative  responsibility  law.  7 

Agency  Reply:  Do  not  concur.   See  page  76. 

Audit  county  poor  fund  expenditures 
for  propriety  before  approving 
grants-in-aid.  9 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  76. 

Require  county  institutions,  which 
serve  the  general  public  as  well  as 
the  needy,  to  maintain  records 
which  separately  report  expendi- 
tures related  to  the  care  of 
indigent  patients.  9 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  75. 

Establish  a  system  for  after-the-fact 
review  of  county  expenditures  of 
grant-in-aid  funds.  11 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  77. 

Request  reimbursement  of  improper 
county  expenditures  from  grant-in- 
aid  funds .  11 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  77. 

Review  AFDC  forms  for  necessity  and 
streamline  them  to  minimize  the 
eligibility  technician's  paper- 
work load.  13 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  77. 


SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS  (Continued) 

Page 

Emphasize  to  county  personnel  the 
need  for  the  required  forms  to  be 
retained  in  AFDC  case  files.  13 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  77. 

Require  adequate  documentation  in 
the  county  assistance  files  of  home 
visits  and  resulting  follow-up.  14 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  78. 

Develop  a  system  to  verify  income 

reported  by  AFDC  recipients.  16 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  78. 

Transfer  case  files  and  case  super- 
vision to  a  new  county  of  residence 
after  the  recipient  has  been  in 
the  county  for  30  days.  17 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  78. 

Perform  home  visits  and  an  eligibility 
redetermination  at  the  time  of  transfer 
and  before  payment  of  additional 
assistance.  17 

Agency  Reply:   Concur  regarding 
redeterminations.   See  page  78. 

Require  all  counties  to  adhere  to 
"ward"  Indian  classification 
requirements  and  adequately  docu- 
ment support  for  the  "ward" 
classification.  18 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  79. 

Work  closely  with  the  counties  to 
fill  vacant  positions  of  essential 
staff  members  as  soon  as  possible.  19 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  79. 

Require  documented  periodic  super- 
visory review  of  assistance  case 
files.  20 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  79. 
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SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS  (Continued) 

Page 

Reemphasize  the  importance  of  the 
employment  registration  require- 
ments to  its  county  staffs.  21 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  80. 

Work  closely  with  the  Employment 
Security  Division  to  provide  as 
many  training  and  job  opportunities 
as  possible  to  assistance  recipients.  21 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  80. 

Review  nonresident  general  assistance 
cases  on  a  sample  basis  to  ensure 
eligibility  for  such  assistance.  23 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  80. 

Review  nonresident  general  assistance 

payments  for  propriety.  23 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  80. 

Periodically  review  county  general 
assistance  work  programs  for  proper 
workers '  compensation  coverage  as 
required  by  the  general  assistance 
procedures  manual.  23 

Agency  Reply:  Do  not  concur.   See  page  80. 

Develop  an  assistance  file  record 
retention  policy  for  use  by  all 
counties.  24 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  80. 

Establish  a  system  which  will  identify 
those  cases  where  custody  exceeds 
established  time  limits.  28 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  81. 

Require  documentation  in  case  files 
stating  that  social  workers  have 
performed  periodic  reviews  of  cases 
and  describing  the  results  of  the 
reviews.  28 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  81. 
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SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDAT I ONS  ( Continued ) 


Page 


Establish  a  system  to  determine  that 
all  foster  home  licensing  pro- 
cedures have  been  completed.  30 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  81. 

Require  social  workers  to  document 

foster  home  visits.  30 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  81. 

Require  foster  homes  to  maintain 

adequate  attendance  records.  30 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  81. 

Require  the  Social  Services  Bureau  to 

approve  foster  care  payrolls.  30 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  81. 

Correct  SS-1  form  errors  and  document 
calls  to  the  appropriate  county 
explaining  the  correction.  32 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  82. 

Require  social  workers  to  review  AFDC 
"ward"  Indian  cases  to  verify  and 
document  eligibility.  32 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  82. 

Develop  a  system  to  verify  coding  on 
SS-1  forms  and  partial  payment 
calculations.  32 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  82. 

Require  someone  independent  of  the 
payment  process  to  mail  warrants 
to  foster  home  operators.  33 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  82. 

Establish  a  system  to  periodically 
test  samples  of  the  foster  care 
payments  for  existence  of  foster 
homes  and  foster  children.  33 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  82. 
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SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS  (Continued) 

Pa^e 

Require  adequate  documentation  of 
eligibility  for  AFDC  foster  care 
cases.  35 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  82. 

Seek  clarification  from  the  federal 
government  regarding  the  eligibility 
requirements  for  AFDC  foster  care 
funding  resulting  from  court 
petitions.  35 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  82. 

Require  social  workers  to  prepare 
written  reports  of  the  financial 
resources  of  parents  of  children 
placed  in  foster  care  and  require 
sufficient  tests  to  assure  proper 
disclosure.  38 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  83. 

Design  a  standard  form  to  enable 
social  workers  to  make  a  proper 
financial  investigation.  39 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  83. 

Ensure  that  foster  care  expenditures 
are  made  in  accordance  with  appli- 
cable state  and  federal  laws  and 
regulations.  40 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  83. 

Provide  foster  home  education  pro- 
gram services  only  to  eligible 
foster  children.  40 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  83. 

Require  social  workers  to  complete 
required  medical  forms  for  all 
foster  care  children.  41 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  83. 


SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS  (Continued) 

Page 

Emphasize  to  social  workers  the 
necessity  for  prompt  protection 
of  Indian  inheritance  rights.  42 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  83. 

Perform  audits  of  special  group  home 
rates  which  exceed  limits  established 
by  the  legislature  to  ensure  that 
these  rates  are  reasonable  and  con- 
form with  federal  regulations.  44 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  83. 

Establish  a  system  of  case  file  review 

for  all  foster  care  cases.  45 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  84. 

Up-date  the  sections  of  the  ARM 
relating  to  the  foster  care 
program.  45 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  84. 

Initiate  procedures  to  ensure  internal 
controls  over  the  certification  of 
food  stamp  recipients  are  adequate 
at  all  certification  offices.  48 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  84. 

Comply  with  state  and  federal  food 
stamp  regulations  relating  to 
proper  documentation  of  food  stamp 
certification  activity.  50 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  84. 

Ensure  that  counties  use  food  stamp 
identification  cards  in  accordance 
with  federal  and  state  regulations.  51 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  84. 

Take  steps  necessary  to  ensure  com- 
pliance with  applicable  federal  and 
state  regulations  concerning  com- 
pletion of  application  forms.  52 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  84. 


SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS  (Continued) 

Page 

Take  steps  necessary  to  ensure  com- 
pliance in  all  counties  with  federal 
and  state  food  stamp  regulations 
concerning  work  registration.  53 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  85. 

Take  steps  necessary  to  ensure  that 
all  counties  certify  households  for 
reasonable  time  periods  in  compliance 
with  federal  regulations.  53 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  85. 

Initiate  procedures  to  ensure  that 
controls  over  blank  ATP  cards  in 
all  county  certification  offices 
are  adequate  to  prevent  misuse  by 
certification  office  personnel  or 
visitors.  55 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  85. 

Establish  procedures  to  ensure  that 
county  certification  offices  use 
prenumbered  receipts  in  accounting 
for  repayment  of  food  stamp  over- 
issuances.  56 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  85. 

Ensure  ATP  cards  are  used  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  ATP  card  functions 
stated  in  federal  and  state  regu- 
lations. 57 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  85. 

Evaluate  federal  security  regulations 
and  their  applicability  to  each 
county  operation  to  ensure  security 
procedures  at  all  issuance  offices 
are  adequate .  59 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  86. 

Ensure  all  counties  deposit  food  stamp 
issuance  receipts  in  accordance  with 
federal  regulations.  59 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  86. 


SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS  (Continued) 

Page 

Ensure  all  issuance  offices  comply 
with  federal  and  state  regulations 
relating  to  perpetual  inventory 
records .  60 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  86. 

Ensure  compliance  with  federal  and 
state  regulations  concerning 
signatures  on  coupon  books.  60 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  86. 

Improve  communications  with  counties 
to  ensure  that  certifications  and 
issuances  are  in  compliance  with 
applicable  federal  and  state  regu- 
lations. 51 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  87. 

Ensure  complaints  received  are  docu- 
mented and  utilized  to  improve  the 
effectiveness  of  food  stamp 
program  administration.  62 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  87. 

Require  all  information  on  food  distri- 
bution application  forms  be  completed 
before  a  household  is  certified  to 
receive  USDA  commodities.  65 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  87. 

Ensure  recipient  agencies  comply  with 
all  applicable  sections  of  federal 
and  state  regulations  relating  to 
certification  of  commodities 
recipients.  67 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  87. 

Ensure  piompt  follow-up  and  initiation 
of  appropriate  corrective  action  on 
all  commodity  field  reviews.  57 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  87. 


SUMMARY   OF   RECOlyIME^fDATIONS    (Continued) 

Page 

Establish  a  communications  system 
between  county  welfare  offices  and 
agency  donated  food  distribution 
points  through  which  agency  certi- 
fication personnel  could  verify 
public  assistance  status.  68 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  87. 

Verify  that  accurate  records  in  support 
of  information  on  USDA  food  program 
applications  are  available  at  the 
institutions.  70 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  88. 

Require  submission  of  all  necessary 
documents  with  USDA  food  program 
application  forms.  70 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  88. 

Conduct  an  adequate  review  of  all 
applications  before  approving 
institutions  as  donated  food 
recipients.  70 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  88. 

Conduct  periodic  field  reviews  of 
institutions  participating  in  the 
USDA  donated  foods  program.  71 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  88. 

Comply  with  federal  regulations 

requiring  prior  approval  of  methods 

for  determining  the  number  of  needy 

persons  served  in  a  charitable 

institution.  71 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  88. 

Notify  all  institutions  as  to  the 
method  to  be  used  in  determining 
the  number  of  needy  persons  served 
at  that  institution.  72 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  88. 
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SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS  (Continued) 

Page 

Ensure  that  participating  institutions 
maintain  accurate  perpetual  inventory 
records  for  USDA  donated  foods .  72 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  88. 

Ensure  compliance  with  federal 
regulations  concerning  storage 
facilities  at  recipient  agencies.  73 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  89. 

Ensure  compliance  with  state  and 
federal  regulations  concerning 
receipt  of  donated  food  and 
recordkeeping  at  recipient 
agencies.  74 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  89. 

Accurately  and  completely  account  for 
all  donated  foods  distributed  to 
recipient  agencies.  75 

Agency  Reply:   Concur.   See  page  89. 
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The  Legislative  Audit  Committee 
of  the  Montana  State  Legislature: 

In  conjunction  with  our  examination  of  the  fi- 
nancial statements  of  the  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  ( SRS )  for  fiscal  year  ended 
June  30,  1976,  we  have  reviewed  the  operations  of  the 
Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC),  General 
Assistance,  Emergency  Assistance,  Foster  Care,  Food 
Stamp,  and  Commodities  Distribution  programs  operated 
by  the  department  under  state  and  federal  guidelines. 

This  report  includes  only  the  discussion  of  these 
selected  programs  and  does  not  include  the  report  on 
examination  of  financial  statements  which  we  will  issue 
as  a  separate  report.   The  discussion  contained  in  this 
report  is  designed  to  focus  attention  on  areas  requir- 
ing management  action.   The  comments  reflect  problems 
we  encountered  while  verifying  financial  information  or 
while  confirming  agency  compliance  with  applicable 
laws . 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Morris  L.  Brusett,  C.P.A. 
Legislative  Auditor 


COMMENTS 
BACKGROUND 

This  report  includes  discussions  of  problems  we 
found  while  auditing  three  groups  of  programs  adminis- 
tered by  the  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation 
Services  (SRS).   The  first  group  (see  page  2)  includes 
financial  assistance  payments  under  the  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children  and  Nonresident  General  Assist- 
ance programs.   Total  SRS  expenditures  for  these  pro- 
grams were  approximately  $12.16  million  dollars  during 
fiscal  year  1975-75. 

The  second  group  of  programs  discussed  (see  page 
24)  includes  the  foster  care  activities  administered  by 
the  SRS  Social  Services  Bureau.   These  programs  pro- 
vided payments  of  $1.7  million  during  fiscal  year 
1975-75  for  care  of  children  who  had,  for  a  variety  of 
reasons,  been  placed  in  the  custody  of  SRS. 

The  final  group  of  programs  (see  page  45)  includes 
food  stamps  and  commodities  distribution  administered 
by  SRS.   Under  these  programs  the  department  distrib- 
uted more  than  $20  million  in  free  or  reduced  price 
food  coupons  to  Montanans  and  $1.5  million  in  commodi- 
ties to  various  groups  within  the  state. 

This  report  discusses  two  major  issues  discovered 
during  our  audit  work.   The  first,  beginning  on  page  4, 
is  the  lack  of  SRS  enforcement  of  relative  financial 
responsibility  laws.   The  second,  which  is  discussed 


beginning  on  page  7,  is  the  payment  of  grants-in-aid  by 
SRS  to  one  Montana  county.   The  remainder  of  the  report 
discusses  additional  instances  where  we  found  SRS  was 
not  fully  complying  with  state  laws  or  where  payment 
processing  procedures  used  by  SRS  were  inadequate. 
Considering  the  size  and  complexity  of  these  three 
groups  of  programs,  we  found  that  overall  administra- 
tion of  the  programs  was  good. 

SRS  officials  informed  us  during  our  discussions 
of  the  draft  of  this  report  that  they  have  made  changes 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  which  implement  many  of 
the  recommendations  contained  in  the  report.   The 
agency  reply,  which  begins  on  page  76,  describes  spe- 
cific instances  where  SRS  officials  state  they  have 
already  implemented  the  recommendations. 
FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

The  SRS  Economic  Assistance  Division  is  respon- 
sible for  financial  assistance  payments  to  needy  per- 
sons and  reimbursements  to  providers  of  medical  service 
for  needy  individuals.   The  division  is  also  responsi- 
ble for  developing  state  policies  and  regulations 
regarding  such  assistance  payments. 

This  report  section  deals  only  with  the  activities 
of  the  Eligibility  Determination  Bureau  and  the  Quality 
Control  Unit  (now  part  of  the  Program  Integrity  Bureau) 
of  the  Economic  Assistance  Division.   The  types  of 
assistance  included  in  this  report  section  are: 


1.  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children 
(AFDC) . 

2.  Nonresident  General  Assistance. 

SRS  expenditures   for  these  programs  totaled  over 
$12,160,000  during  fiscal  year  1975-76.   We  reported  on 
our  review  of  the  medical  assistance  program  in  a 
separate  report  entitled  Report  on  Review  of  the  Opera- 
tions of  the  Medicaid  Program.   The  foster  care,  food 
stamp,  and  commodities  distribution  programs  are  dis- 
cussed in  later  sections  of  this  report. 

The  Eligibility  Determination  Bureau  staff  in- 
cludes Helena  central  office  personnel  and  county  level 
staff  consisting  of  county  directors,  eligibility  tech- 
nicians and  related  clerical  staff.   Although  these 
county  personnel  are  classified  as  state  employees  and 
must  meet  merit  system  requirements,  they  are  under  the 
supervision  of  both  the  bureau  and  applicable  county 
welfare  boards.   The  bureau  specifies  overall  policies 
and  procedures  and  has  the  final  approval  authority  on 
county  staff  selection,  while  the  county  welfare  board 
approves  all  assistance  payments  and  establishes  gener- 
al county  assistance  guidelines  not  specified  by  the 
state.   The  eligibility  technicians  are  responsible  for 
determining  the  eligibility  of  applicants  for  the 
available  types  of  assistance. 

As  part  of  our  audit  we  visited  welfare  offices  in 
Cascade,  Hill,  Lewis  and  Clark,  Missoula,  Silver  Bow, 


and  Yellowstone  counties.   We  also  visited  selected 
recipients  in  these  counties  to  verify  eligibility 
information  and  to  obtain  their  comments  concerning 
assistance  programs. 
RELATIVE  RESPONSIBILITY 

SRS  is  required  under  Section  71-235,  R.C.M.  1947, 
to  collect  a  portion  of  assistance  costs  from  specified 
relatives  of"  assistance  recipients.   The  contribution 
is  based  on  the  family's  income  and  dependent  status 
and  a  contribution  scale  specified  in  the  law.   The 
relatives'  liability  ranges  up  to  a  maximum  of  $144  per 
month  and  is  divided  among  the  responsible  relatives. 
Relatives  can  be  held  jointly  or  severally  liable 
according  to  the  contribution  scale. 

The  relatives  required  to  make  such  contributions 
for  all  types  of  assistance  provided  by  SRS,  except 
medical  assistance,  are  specified  by  Section  71-233, 
R.C.M.   1947.   These  relatives  are  the  recipient's 
husband,  wife,  father,  mother,  son,  or  daughter.   Sec- 
tion 71-1525,  R.C.M.  1947,  specifies  that  the  only 
relatives  responsible  for  contributions  for  medical 
assistance  are  the  husband  or  wife  of  the  recipient, 
the  parents  of  children  under  18,  and  the  parents  of 
blind  or  disabled  persons  over  18. 

Although  we  recommended  that  SRS  enforce  the 
relative  responsibility  laws  and  regulations  in  our 
audit  report  relating  to  SRS  which  was  issued  in  May 


1972,   the  department  is  still  not  enforcing  these 
requirements.   In  response  to  that  prior  report,  SRS 
indicated  that  there  were  confidentiality  problems  in 
using  the  Department  of  Revenue  information  for  en- 
forcement, that  it  doubted  the  legislature  intended  the 
law  to  apply  to  all  cases,  and  that  it  had  a  problem 
obtaining  prosecution  through  the  county  attorneys. 

Although  SRS  sought  repeal  of  the  relative  respon- 
sibility statute,  the  43rd  Legislature,  in  1973,  added 
the  authority  necessary  to  use  the  Department  of  Rev- 
enue's records  and  gave  SRS  and  the  Department  of 
Revenue  the  power  and  duty  to  investigate  cases  involv- 
ing relative  responsibility.   The  legislature  also 
increased  the  dollar  amounts  on  the  contribution  sched- 
ule for  relative  responsibility.   In  addition,  the 
legislature  provided  a  definition  of  public  assistance, 
which  clearly  shows  the  legislature's  intent.   Section 
71-201.1,  R.C.M.  1947,  now  states: 

"'Public  assistance'  or  'assistance'  means 
any  type  of  monetary  or  other  assistance 
furnished  under  this  title  to  a  person  by  a 
state  or  county  agency,  regardless  of  the 
original  source  of  the  assistance." 

SRS  personnel  believe  that  there  is  little  collec- 
tion potential  under  the  relative  responsibility  stat- 
utes because  the  Department  of  Revenue  is  collecting 
from  absent  parents  under  the  authority  of  Section 
71-511,  R.C.M.  1947.   This  still  leaves  other  specified 
relatives  whose  relative  responsibility  is  not  being 


enforced.   Until  such  time  as  SRS  attempts  to  enforce 
the  relative  responsibility  laws,  the  collection  poten- 
tial from  these  relatives  will  not  be  known.   If  SRS 
simply  requests  permission  to  investigate  recipients' 
relatives'  incomes,  utilization  by  those  who  do  not 
really  need  assistance  should  decrease.   To  reduce  the 
number  of  investigations  required,  an  exception  could 
be  granted  to  any  family  willing  to  contribute  at  the 
maximum  rate  of  $144  per  month. 

The  Department  of  Institutions  has  established  a 
collection  procedure  under  its  relative  responsibility 
law  which  determines:   (1)  who  the  responsible  rela- 
tives are  for  each  person  in  an  institution;  (2)  the 
amount  of  each  relative's  required  contribution;  (3) 
monthly  billing  procedures;  and  (4)  a  standard  collec- 
tion procedure,  including  turning  all  delinquent  ac- 
counts over  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  for  final 
collection  efforts.   Department  of  Institutions  em- 
ployees believe  the  procedures  are  productive  and 
worthwhile . 

During  fiscal  year  1975-77,  the  Department  of 
Institutions  collected  approximately  $1,000,000   in 
private  billing  reimbursements,  a  portion  of  which  was 
from   relatives   of   institutionalized   individuals. 
Amounts  billed  but  uncollectible  have  been  turned  over 
to  the  Department  of  Revenue  for  collection.   The  cost 
of  operating  the  Department  of  Institutions'  Reim- 


bursement  Bureau,   responsible   for  obtaining  these 
amounts,  was  $263,000  during  fiscal  year  1976-77.   This 
bureau  processed  the  billings  and  collected  approxi- 
mately $5,300,000  in  addition  to  private  billings. 

Enforcement  costs  and  other  problems  aside,  SRS  is 
obligated  to  enforce  the  relative  responsibility  stat- 
ute.  Because  SRS  has  not  enforced  the  statute,  the 
general  public  may  be  paying  a  greater  share  of  assist- 
ance costs  than  necessary. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  enforce  the  investigation,   reporting, 

and  collection  provisions  of  the  relative  responsibility  law. 

GRANTS-IN-AID 

According  to  state  law,  counties  are  responsible 
for  the  basic  care  and  maintenance  of  needy  county 
residents.   The  counties  meet  their  responsibilities 
through  the  use  of  county  poor  funds  which  are  sup- 
ported by  property  tax  levies  which  cannot  exceed  13^ 
mills.   County  poor  funds  are  available  for  the  care  of 
the  needy  and  provide  county  general  and  medical  assis- 
tance, operation  of  county  facilities  for  the  needy, 
and  the  county  share  of  SRS  administered  categorical 
public  assistance  programs  such  as  AFDC,  Medicaid,  and 
Foster  Care.   When  a  county's  assistance  expenditures 
exceed  the  maximum  poor  fund  levy,  that  county  is 


eligible  for  a  grant-in-aid  from  SRS  funds  available  in 
accordance  with  Section  71-311,  R.C.M.  1947.   SRS  made 
a  grant-in-aid  of  $377,363  to  Silver  Bow  County  during 
the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1976. 
Grant-in-Aid  Review  Procedures 

SRS  has  the  responsibility  to  review  grant-in-aid 
requests  to  determine  that  the  applicable  counties  are 
eligible  for  such  grants.  Although  Silver  Bow  County 
provided  summary  records  showing  that  poor  fund  expen- 
ditures exceeded  the  maximum  poor  fund  levy,  SRS  per- 
sonnel did  not  audit  the  poor  fund  expenditures  for 
propriety. 

Our  review  of  county  poor  fund  records  and  discus- 
sions with  Silver  Bow  County  personnel  raised  questions 
about  the  county's  eligibility  for  the  grant-in-aid. 
The  major  problem  is  that  Silver  Bow  General  Hospital 
operates  entirely  out  of  the  poor  fund  even  though  it 
provides  services  to  both  paying  and  needy  patients. 
All  hospital  revenue  is  deposited  to  the  poor  fund  and 
all  hospital  expenditures  are  charged  to  the  poor  fund 
even  though  not  necessarily  for  the  care  of  the  needy. 

Under  the  present  financing  system,  the  county 
poor  fund  absorbs  hospital  profits  or  losses.   A  loss 
occurred  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1976, 
when  the  hospital  contributed  revenue  of  $2,599,891  to 
the  poor  fund  but  expended  $2,731,605  for  a  net  loss  of 
$131,714.   The  format  of  the  poor  fund  records  makes  it 


impossible  to  determine  which  expenditures  relate  to 
the  care  of  needy  patients;  therefore,  it  was  not 
possible  to  evaluate  the  propriety  of  the  loss  charged 
against  the  poor  fund. 

Because  the  county  made  expenditures  from  the  poor 
fund  to  cover  such  things  as  hospital  payrolls,  sup- 
plies, etc.,  which  were  not  necessarily  related  to  the 
care  of  the  needy,  the  county  may  not  have  been  eligi- 
ble for  the  grant-in-aid  under  Section  71-311,  R.C.M. 
1947.   To  prevent  similar  problems  in  the  future,  SRS 
should  require  that  county  institutions  serving  the 
general  public,  as  well  as  the  needy,  provide  records 
which  separately  report  those  expenditures  related  to 
the  care  of  indigent  patients.   These  separate  records 
would  allow  SRS  to  better  evaluate  grant-in-aid  re- 
quests . 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Audit    county    poor    fund    expenditures    for    propriety 
before  approving  grants-in-aid. 

2.  Require  county  institutions,  which  serve  the  general 
public  as  well  as  the  needy,  to  maintain  records  which 
separately  report  expenditures  related  to  the  care  of 
indigent  patients. 


County  Grant-in-Aid  Expenditures 

Counties  are  restricted  in  the  use  of  grant-in-aid 
funds  by  Section  71-311,  R.C.M.  1947,  which  states  that 
such  funds  may  be  used  for  any  relief  activity  lawfully 
conducted  by  the  county,  but  no  part  thereof  may  be 
used,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  pay  for  the  erection 
or  improvement  of  any  county  building  or  for  furniture, 
fixtures,  appliances,  or  equipment  for  any  such  build- 
ing. 

During  our  review  of  a  sample  of  Silver  Bow  County 
grant-in-aid  expenditures  during  the  fiscal  year  ended 
June  30,  1977,  we  found  the  following  questionable 
expenditures : 

$109  --  water  mattress  for  Silver  Bow 
General  Hospital 

$409  --  hospital  carts  and  casters  for 
Silver  Bow  General  Hospital 
In  addition,  we  found  a  $1,593  payment  for  bad  debt 
collection  commission  charged  to  the  grant-in-aid. 
Although  the  law  does  not  specifically  prohibit  this 
payment,  we  could  find  no  justification  for  charging  it 
to  the  grant-in-aid.   There  should  be  no  bad  debt 
expense  related  to  clients  who  have  been  determined 
eligible  for  state  or  county  medical  assistance  pro- 
grams.  While  the  dollar  amount  of  these  exceptions  is 
not  significant,  they  show  that  there  are  no  controls 
to  prevent  improper  expenditures  of  grant-in-aid  funds 
after  they  have  been  received  by  the  counties. 
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SRS  is  responsible  for  the  proper  expenditure  of 
its  funds  and  should  develop  a  system  for  after-the- 
fact  review  of  county  expenditures  of  grant-in-aid 
funds.   SRS  should  seek  reimbursement  of  any  improper 
expenditures . 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Establish  a  system  for  after-the-fact  review  of  county 
expenditures  of  grant-in-aid  funds. 

2.  Request  reimbursement  of  improper  county  expenditures 
from  grant-in-aid  funds. 

AID  TO  FAMILIES  WITH  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN  (AFDC) 

AFDC  is  a  program  designed  to  provide  financial 
assistance  to  needy  families  with  dependent  children. 
During  fiscal  year  1975-76,  SRS  made  AFDC  assistance 
payments  totalling  more  than  $12,000,000. 

Eligibility  technicians  interview  AFDC  applicants 
on  an  individual  basis  and  grant  assistance  to  those 
meeting  program  eligibility  requirements.   The  eligi- 
bility technicians  are  also  responsible  for  maintaining 
case  files  and  making  annual  home  visits. 

Initial  AFDC  warrants  are  written  at  the  county 
level  on  an  SRS  contingent  revolving  account.   SRS  uses 
a  computerized  system  called  the  Montana  Income  Main- 
tenance System  (MIMS)  to  process  all  other  AFDC  war- 
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rants.   AFDC  payments  to  a  recipient  continue  until  the 
eligibility  technician  initiates  a  change  or  discon- 
tinues payment. 

Case  File  Documentation 

The  county  offices  maintain  case  files  which 
provide  a  historical  record  of  eligibility  factors  and 
assistance  provided  for  each  AFDC  case.  There  are  54 
different  AFDC  forms,  including  applications  and  budget 
computation  forms,  which  may  be  included  in  the  files. 
Supporting  documentation,  such  as  birth  certificates 
and  wage  stubs,  may  also  be  maintained  in  these  files. 

During  our  review  of  141  case  files,  we  found  78 
files  with:   (1)  incomplete  or  missing  AFDC  forms,  or 
(2)  missing  support  documentation.   A  major  cause  of 
these  exceptions  is  the  enormous  paperwork  load  faced 
by  each  eligibility  technician.   County  personnel  we 
talked  with  during  our  field  work  expressed  concern 
that  the  documentation  required  for  each  case  was 
excessive  and  kept  them  from  maintaining  adequate 
personal  contacts  with  their  AFDC  clients. 

Certain  records,  such  as  the  application  forms, 
are  essential  to  each  AFDC  case  file.  However,  other 
forms  could  be  combined  and  streamlined  so  that  the 
eligibility  technician  would  have  more  time  for  home 
visits  and  the  review  of  clients'  needs.  Eligible 
clients  would  receive  proper  assistance  payments  and 


12 


case  discrepancies  would  be  discovered  sooner  through 
personal  contact  and  observation. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Review  AFDC  forms  for  necessity  and  streamhne  them  to 
minimize  the  eligibility  technician's  paperwork  load. 

2.  Emphasize    to    county    personnel    the    need    for    the    re- 
quired forms  to  be  retained  in  AFDC  case  files. 

Home  Visit  Documentation 

During  our  county  reviews  we  found  numerous  case 
files  lacking  documentation  of  the  required  home  vis- 
its. County  personnel  said  that  generally  the  visits 
had  been  completed  and  gave  various  reasons  for  the 
lack  of  documentation.  It  is  essential  that  the  tech- 
nicians include  the  following  home  visit  documentation 
in  the  AFDC  case  file: 

1 .  Date  of  visit. 

2.  Person  interviewed  and  other  persons  at  home 
during  the  visit. 

3.  A  description  of  discrepancies  or  items  of 
interest  noted  which  could  affect  the  recip- 
ient's eligibility  or  which  require  follow- 
up. 

4.  Results  of  follow-up  or  a  description  of 
changes  made  as  a  result  of  the  home  visit. 
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This  information  is  necessary  to  document  that  the 
visits  actually  took  place,  to  provide  future  techni- 
cians assigned  to  the  case  background  information 
supporting  assistance  paid,  and  to  allow  subsequent 
verification  of  the  client's  eligibility. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS   require   adequate   documentation   in 

the    county    assistance    files    of   home    visits    and    resulting 

follow-up. 

Recipient  Income  Verification 

Since  recipient  income  is  one  of  the  major  AFDC 
eligibility  factors,  it  is  essential  that  the  income 
reported  by  applicants  and  recipients  be  verified.   At 
present,  the  Eligibility  Determination  Bureau  requires 
recipients  to  report  all  income  and  submit  documenta- 
tion such  as  wage  stubs  as  support.   The  eligibility 
technicians  only  verify  reported  income  when  suspicion 
of  fraud  exists.   During  its  quality  control  reviews, 
the  SRS  Quality  Control  Unit  requests  information  on 
unemployment  benefits  and  the  last  two  quarters  of 
wages  reported  by  employers  to  the  Employment  Security 
Division  for  the  sample  cases  reviewed. 

Under  the  present  system,  a  recipient  can  report 
any  amount  of  income  with  little  chance  of  verification 
by  the  eligibility  technician  for  other  than  the  re- 
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ported  employers.   During  our  review  of  122  county  AFDC 
case  files,  we  found  six  recipients  who  had  not  re- 
ported all  or  a  portion  of  their  income  for  eligibility 
determination  purposes.   The  unreported  income  ranged 
from  $400  to  $3,800  with  a  combined  total  of  approxi- 
mately $8,300.   If  these  unreported  amounts  had  been 
known  during  the  eligibility  determination  process,  the 
recipients  would  probably  have  received  less  assistance 
or  would  not  have  been  eligible  for  assistance. 

We  obtained  our  income  information  from  records  of 
the  Employment  Security  Division  and  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  in  the  latter  case  through  a  request  made  by 
SRS.   Other  possible  sources  of  income  information 
include  the  Workers'  Compensation  Division,  Public 
Employees'  Retirement  Division,  and  the  Teachers'  Re- 
tirement Division. 

To  safeguard  against  instances  of  improper  income 
reporting,   the  bureau  should  develop  a  system  for 
matching  AFDC  recipient  information  with  records  at 
other  state  agencies.   The  most  effective  way  would  be 
to  obtain  data  monthly  for  recipients  who  are  due  for 
eligibility  redetermination  in  that  month.   We  found 
that  the  Department  of  Revenue  and  the  Employment 
Security  Division  were  the  most  useful  sources  of 
information.   Other  agencies'   information  could  be 
tested  annually. 
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Listings  of  data  received  should  be  sent  to  the 
county  eligibility  technicians  responsible  for  those 
cases.  Cases  with  apparent  unreported  income  should  be 
turned  over  to  the  Deparrment  of  Revenue's  Welfare 
Fraud  Unit  for  follow-up.  The  Quality  Control  Unit 
could  use  the  same  information  sources  for  its  reviews 
of  case  files . 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  develop  a  system  to  verily  income 

reported  by  AFDC  recipients. 

Transfer  of  Cases  Between  Counties 

When  an  AFDC  recipient,  who  has  resided  in  one 
county  more  than  twelve  months,  moves  to  another 
county,  the  original  county  is  required  by  Section 
71-302.2,  R.C.M.  1947,  to  continue  providing  assistance 
payments  until  the  recipient  has  been  in  the  new  county 
for  twelve  months .   Contact  between  the  original  county 
and  the  recipient  is  minimal  and  generally  consists 
only  of  a  review  of  the  recipient's  periodic  redeter- 
mination form.   The  new  county  is  at  times  not  even 
aware  that  the  recipient  is  in  the  county  until  the 
case  is  transferred  after  twelve  months. 

Our  audit  and  reviews  performed  by  the  Quality 
Control  Unit  showed  that  without  close  supervision  the 
chance  of  errors  and  improper  payments  to  recipients 
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increases.   A  revision  of  county  transfer  procedures  is 
necessary  to  ensure  safeguards  against  improper  pay- 
ments.  The  case  file  responsibility  should  transfer  to 
the  new  county  after  the  recipient  has  been  in  that 
county  for  30  days.   This  should  include  a  transfer  of 
the  case  file  to  the  new  county  after  the  recipient  has 
been  in  that  county  30  days,  so  that  an  eligibility 
technician  would  have  direct  contact  with  the  recip- 
ient.  An  eligibility  redetermination  and  home  visit 
are  essential  at  the  time  a  county  assumes  respon- 
sibility for  a  case  because  changed  circumstances, 
including  living  conditions   and  employment,   could 
affect  the  recipient's  eligibility. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Transfer    case    files    and    case    supervision    to   a    new 
county  of  residence  after  the  recipient  has  been  in  the 
county  for  30  days. 

2.  Perform  home  visits  and  an  eligibility   redetermination  at 
the    time   of   transfer   and    before   payment   of  additional 
assistance. 

Ward  Indian  Classification 

Certain  AFDC  cases  are  classified  as  "ward"  Indian 
cases.   A  ward  Indian  is  defined  by  Section  71-211, 
R.C.M.  1947,  as  an  Indian  who  is  living  on  a  reserva- 
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tion  set  aside  for  tribal  use,  or  is  a  member  of  a 
tribe  or  nation  accorded  certain  rights  and  privileges 
by  treaty  or  by  federal  statutes.   In  our  review  of 
nine  AFDC  "ward"  cases,  we  found  that  six  cases  may 
have  been  improperly  classified.   According  to  SRS 
rules,  the  determination  of  whether  a  family  has  "ward" 
Indian  status  is  based  on  the  status  of  the  majority  of 
the  family  members.   If  an  equal  number  has  one  status 
or  the  other,  the  status  of  the  family  is  determined  by 
that  of  the  head  of  the  household.   In  two  of  the  cases 
noted,  the  number  of  family  members  not  eligible  as 
"wards"  constituted  the  majority,  and  in  four  cases, 
the  file  documentation  was  inadequate  to  allow  verifi- 
cation of  the  "ward"  status. 

Because  the  normal  county  contribution  of  12.25 
percent  of  AFDC  payments  is  not  required  for  "ward" 
cases,  the  state  is  funding  12.25  percent  of  the  "ward" 
assistance  payments  which  it  appears  should  have  been 
paid  by  the  counties. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  require  all  counties  to  adhere  to 
"ward"  Indian  classification  requirements  and  adequately 
document  support  for  the  "ward"  classification. 

Staff  Replacement  Delays 

Various     county    directors     and    eligibility    tech- 
nician   supervisors    brought    to    our    attention    the    fact 
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that  there  are  significant  delays  in  the  replacement  of 
terminated  or  transferred  county  social  workers  and 
eligibility  technicians.   SRS  has  established  a  policy 
of  delaying  the  replacement  of  these  workers  to  provide 
vacancy  savings. 

This  policy  creates  significant  problems  for  the 
county  departments  because  the  remaining  staff  must 
assume  the  additional  workload  until  the  replacement 
has  started  work  and  has  been  adequately  trained  to 
fill  the  vacant  position.   These  delays  adversely 
affect  the  handling  of  all  assistance  cases  because  the 
workers  have  less  time  to  service  the  clients  regularly 
assigned  to  them. 

SRS  should  work  with  the  county  departments  to 
keep  employee  replacement  time  to  a  minimum.   Counties 
could  then  provide  more  efficient  services  to  clients. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  work  closely  with  the  counties  to  fill 
vacant  positions  of  essential  staff  members  as  soon  as  possi- 
ble. 

Supervisory  Review 

During  our  visits  to  various  county  offices,  we 
found  limited  documentation  of  periodic  supervisory 
case  file  reviews.   While  county  personnel  stated  that 
such  reviews  were  completed,  documentation  of  such 
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reviews  was  lacking.  Documentation  should  include  at 
least  the  date  of  review,  the  name  of  the  person  com- 
pleting the  review,  a  description  of  the  problems 
found,  and  the  disposition  of  those  problems.  Reviews 
should  deal  with  problems  disclosed  by  quality  control 
reviews,  as  well  as  general  procedures. 

Case  file  reviews  are  especially  important  for  new 
eligibility  technicians  to  ensure  that  they  understand 
procedures  and  are  properly  processing  cases  assigned 
to  them.   While  quality  control  reviews  will  probably 
reveal  the  same  problems  in  AFDC  cases,  supervisory 
reviews  could  disclose  many  problems  earlier  and  allow 
prompt  corrections. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  require  documented  periodic  super- 
visory review  of  assistance  case  files. 

Employment  Registration 

During  our  review  of  AFDC  and  nonresident  general 
assistance  cases,  we  found  numerous  files  which  did  not 
include  adequate  documentation  of  the  recipients' 
required  registration  with  the  Employment  Security 
Division  (ESD)  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry. 
All  AFDC  recipients  must  be  registered  for  the  Work 
Incentive  (WIN)  program  administered  by  ESD  unless  they 
meet  certain  exemptions.   All  county  nonresident  gen- 
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eral  assistance  recipients  must  be  registered  for 
employment  with  the  ESD  job  service  office. 

Although  quality  control  reviews  disclosed  this 
problem,  county  personnel  stated  that  the  requirement 
is  a  useless  step  with  little  resulting  benefit.  In 
order  to  keep  the  assistance  rolls  as  low  as  possible 
SRS  and  ESD  must  work  together  to  find  employment  for 
recipients . 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Reemphasize   the  importance  of  the  employment  registra- 
tion requirements  to  its  county  staffs. 

2.  Work   closely   with    the    Employment   Security    Division   to 
provide    as    many    training    and    job    opportunities    as 
possible  to  assistance  recipients. 

NONRESIDENT  GENERAL  ASSISTANCE 

Counties  are  required  by  statute  to  provide  gen- 
eral assistance  to  needy  persons  who  are  not-  eligible 
for  programs  such  as  AFDC.   The  counties  develop  their 
own  general  assistance  programs  within  basic  guidelines 
established  by  SRS.   County  eligibility  technicians 
determine  eligibility  for  the  assistance  and  payments 
are  made  by  county  warrants.   The  county  is  responsible 
for  100  percent  of  the  cost  of  general  assistance 
payments  made  to  residents  of  the  county.   SRS  is 
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responsible  for  100  percent  of  general  assistance 
payments  made  to  nonresident  recipients  (residents  of  a 
county  for  less  than  12  months)  and  transients.   The 
counties  submit  nonresident  general  assistance  billings 
to  SRS  by  the  20th  of  each  month. 
Eligibility  and  Payment  Reviews 

SRS  does  not  have  review  procedures  adequate  to 
ensure  that  nonresident  general  assistance  recipients 
are  eligible  and  that  the  payment  amounts  are  proper. 
We  found  several  cases  where  recipients  were  improperly 
classified  as  nonresidents  even  though  they  had  been 
residents  of  the  county  more  than  12  months.   Since 
nonresident  payments  are  100  percent  state  supported, 
misclassifications  lower  the  level  of  the  counties' 
general  assistance  expenditures  and  spread  general 
assistance  costs  statewide. 

We  also  found  nonresident  general  assistance 
payments  to  transients  which  should  have  been  ques- 
tioned by  SRS.   Our  examples  included: 

1.  Gasoline  provided  in  Livingston  to  a  person 
traveling  from  California  to  Oregon. 

2.  Gasoline  provided  in  Livingston  to  a  person 
traveling  from  Michigan  to  Billings. 

3.  Bags  and  adhesive  provided  another  person. 
While  the  dollar  amount  of  these  items  is  not  signifi- 
cant, they  show  that  the  review  by  SRS  may  be  inade- 
quate.  Any  such  questionable  payments  should  be  fol- 
lowed up  with  the  applicable  county  welfare  department. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Review  nonresident  general  assistance  cases  on  a  sample 
basis  to  ensure  eligibility  for  such  assistance. 

2.  Review     nonresident    general    assistance    payments    for 
propriety. 

Workers'  Compensation  Coverage 

Certain  counties  require  general  assistance  recip- 
ients to  work  on  county  projects  to  be  eligible  for 
general  assistance  payments.   These  projects  generally 
consist  of  providing  janitorial  services  and  other 
minor  tasks  for  the  county.   Although  the  SRS  general 
assistance  procedures  manual  requires  the  county  wel- 
fare departments  to  provide  coverage  under  the  Workers ' 
Compensation  Act  for  recipients  of  general  assistance 
participating  in  a  work  program,  we  found  that  one 
county  is  not  providing  such  coverage.   The  county  was 
operating  under  the  policy  that  if  a  general  assistance 
participant  was  injured,  it  could  obtain  coverage  on  an 
after-the-fact  basis. 

RF,c:oMMi;Ni;A'ri(JN 

We    recommend    that    SRS   periodically   review   county   general 

assistance   work    programs   for   proper   workers'   compensation 

coverage    as   required   by   the   general  assistance  procedures 

manual. 
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Assistance  Case  File  Retention  Policy 

SRS  has  not  established  a  file  retention  policy 
for  county  welfare  office  assistance  records.  The  six 
counties  we  visited  had  file  retention  policies  ranging 
from  retaining  files  indefinitely  to  ten  years.  As  a 
result,  office  space  and  staff  time  are  used  to  main- 
tain assistance  files  which  are  no  longer  useful. 

SRS  should  establish  a  record  retention  policy  to 
insure  compliance  with  state  and  federal  regulations. 
Federal  regulations  require  at  least  a  three  year 
retention  of  essential  records.   The  state  records 
retention  policy  is  currently  being  developed  by  indi- 
vidual agencies  and  the  State  Records  Retention  Commit- 
tee . 

RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS    develop    an   assistance    file  record 

retention  policy  for  use  by  all  counties. 

FOSTER  CARE 
General 

Montana's  foster  care  program,  administered  by  the 
Social  Services  Bureau  of  the  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  provides  payments  for  temporary 
or  permanent  care  of  children  who  have,  for  a  variety 
of  reasons,  been  removed  from  their  natural  homes.   The 
program  consists  of  Child  Welfare  Services  (CWS)  and 
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Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  foster 
care  services.   The  CWS  program  is  funded  by  a  federal 
matching  grant  under  Title  IV,  part  B,  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.   The  grant  award  of  $258,385  for  fiscal 
year  1975-76  was  matched  by  $628,827  of  state  and 
county  funds.   Title  IV,  part  A,  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  funds  the  AFDC  foster  care  program. 

The  foster  care  program  provided  services  costing 
$1.7  million  to  approximately  900  children  in  nearly 
500  foster  homes  during  fiscal  year  1975-76.   Social 
workers  located  in  the  various  county  welfare  offices 
enroll  clients  in  the  foster  care  program  and  monitor 
the  cases  on  a  day-to-day  basis.   The  1975  Montana 
Legislature  established  monthly  payment  rates  of  $125 
for  children  under  age  13  and  $150  for  children  13  and 
older.   The  bureau  allows  a  $50  initial  clothing  allow- 
ance and  has  established  special  rates  for  children  in 
need  of  additional  care. 

Our  audit  of  the  foster  care  program  included 
visits  to  selected  foster  homes  in  many  areas  of  the 
state.   We  conducted  home  visits  to  verify  the  exist- 
ence of  recipients  and  providers,  to  determine  the 
adequacy  of  care  provided,  and  to  interview  the  foster 
parents . 

Custody  Limitations  Exceeded 

Foster  children  may  enter  the  program  by  either 
voluntary  parental  placement  or  by  SRS  initiated  action 
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consisting  of  filing  petitions  in  district  court  re- 
questing temporary,  limited,  or  permanent  custody  which 
may  include  the  right  to  place  adoptively. 

The  Social  Services  Bureau  has  established  spe- 
cific guidelines  in  the  Administrative  Rules  of  Montana 
(ARM)  and  its  policy  manual  regarding  time  limitations 
for  the  various  types  of  custody.   The  bureau  has 
established  time  limits  of  30  days  for  emergency  place- 
ments and  six  months  for  temporary  voluntary  or  agency 
initiated  action.   Although  a  court  order  awarding  the 
agency  temporary  custody  may  not  contain  a  specific 
time  limit,  the  agency's  policy  is  to  maintain  the  six 
month  criteria  when  possible.   Under  certain  circum- 
stances temporary  custody  may  be  extended  for  an  addi- 
tional six  months. 

Agency  policies  state  that  when  a  child  reaches 
the  six-month  limit  the  social  worker  should  enter  a 
plan  for  permanent  placement  into  the  record.  If  the 
social  worker  can  not  prepare  a  permanent  plan  after 
one  year  in  temporary  custody,  the  Social  Services 
Bureau  is  required  to  perform  a  staff  review  and  recom- 
mend action  to  the  bureau  chief.  Federal  regulations 
require  annual  reviews  of  each  foster  care  case. 

Our  review  of  foster  care  cases  revealed  instances 
of  temporary  voluntary  parental  placements  for  periods 
exceeding  one  year,  in  one  instance  for  31  months.   We 
also  noted  instances  where  SRS  had  temporary  custody  or 
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supervisory  responsibility  for  periods  m  excess  of 
established  policies,  in  one  instance  for  over  five 
years.   Many  of  these  cases  resulted  from  court  orders 
that  granted  SRS  temporary  custody  "...  until  further 
order  of  the  court." 

In  several  of  the  cases  exceeding  established  time 
limits,  we  could  not  find  documentation  in  the  case 
files  of  periodic  reviews  by  either  the  social  worker 
or  the  district  supervisor  stating  reasons  for  exceed- 
ing established  guidelines.   Although,  as  noted  above, 
many  court  orders  do  not  establish  definite  time  limi- 
tations, we  did  not  find  documented  evidence  that  SRS 
asked  the  court  for  case  reviews  at  the  established 
time  increments . 

Section  10-1310(2),  R.C.M.  1947,  states  that  the 
courts  shall  give  preference  to  SRS  custody  petitions. 
However,  SRS  officials  stated  they  have  difficulty 
obtaining  legal  action  from  certain  district  courts. 

Agency  personnel  estimate  that  approximately  10 
percent  of  foster  care  cases  are  in  temporary  status 
for  an  undesirably  long  period  because  they  cannot 
obtain  permanent  custody  with  the  right  to  place  adop- 
tively. This  situation  creates  special  problems  be- 
cause the  longer  a  child  remains  in  foster  care  the 
more  difficult  it  becomes  to  place  the  child  adop- 
tively.  It  also  results  in  increased  costs  for  SRS 


27 


because  these  children  remain  the  state's  responsibil- 
ity until  placed  adoptively  or  returned  to  their  nat- 
ural parents  or  guardians. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Establish    a    system    which    will    identify    those    cases 
where  custody  exceeds  established  time  limits. 

2.  Require  documentation  in  case  files  stating  that  social 
workers  have  performed  periodic  reviews  of  cases  and 
describing  the  results  of  the  reviews. 

Foster   Care   Licensing 

Section    10-1318,     R.C.M.     1947,     authorizes     SRS     to 
issue    foster  home   licenses    in   accordance  with  rules   and 
regulations   the   departjnent  deems   necessary.      The   Social 
Services   Bureau  has   established   licensing   standards   and 
requires    certain    eligibility    documents    in    addition    to 
the    foster    home    license    required    by    Section    10-1317, 
R.C.M.     1947.      Our    review   of   foster   care   cases    revealed 
a     lack    of    certain    required    documents,     primarily    the 
foster  parents  physician's  medical   report. 

We     also     found    instances    where    foster    homes    had 
more    children    in    the    home    than    permitted    by    the    li- 
cense.     SRS    currently   does   not  require    foster  homes   to 
maintain    attendance    records,     thus    no    method    currently 
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exists  to  monitor  attendance.   This  creates  a  signifi- 
cant problem  in  reviewing  foster  homes  serving  many 
children  for  short  periods  of  time.   Several  homes  we 
visited  used  a  calendar  listing  the  date  a  child  enter- 
ed the  home  and  the  date  the  child  left  the  home.   This 
method  becomes  cumbersome  when  a  child  moves  in  and  out 
of  the  home  several  times  over  a  period  of  months. 

SRS  also  does  not  require  the  Social  Services 
Bureau  to  approve  the  foster  care  payroll.   This  may 
result  in  overpayments  by  the  SRS  Fiscal  Bureau. 
Fiscal  Bureau  employees  stated  that  in  some  cases 
children  have  not  been  in  the  home  for  months  and  the 
payroll  was  not  corrected  until  the  foster  parents 
informed  SRS  of  the  overpayment.   Due  to  the  lack  of 
attendance  records  and  lack  of  proper  approval  of 
county  foster  care  payrolls,  we  could  not  determine  the 
frequency  or  amount  of  such  overpayments. 

SRS  regulations  require  social  workers  to  perform 
semi-annual  visits  to  the  foster  homes  to  determine 
that  the  homes  continue  to  provide  the  care  required  by 
SRS  regulations.  We  received  several  complaints  from 
foster  parents  that  social  workers  very  seldom  visit 
the  homes  to  determine  the  welfare  of  the  children  or 
to  answer  questions  for  foster  home  operators .  We  did 
not  find  documentation  in  county  files  indicating  that 
social  workers  had  made  required  visits  to  many  of  the 
foster  homes . 
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The  regulations  established  by  SRS  are  necessary 
to  ensure  that  foster  home  parents  are  qualified  to 
provide  care.   Proper  records  are  necessary  to  maintain 
control  over  expenditures.   These  safeguards  lose  their 
effectiveness  if  no  method  exists  to  determine  that  the 
standards  are  adhered  to. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Establish    a    system   to    determine    that   all   foster    home 
licensing  procedures  have  been  completed. 

2.  Require  social  workers  to  document  foster  home  visits. 

3.  Require    foster    homes    to   maintain  adequate  attendance 
records. 

4.  Require    the    Social    Services    Bureau   to  approve  foster 
care  payrolls. 

Incomplete   Certifications 

County    social    workers    initiate  payments   to   foster 
homes   by  means   of   SRS    form   SS-1,    Certification  of  Award 
for    Foster    Home    Placement,    which    indicates    the    foster 
child's     name     and    birthdate,     the     foster     home,     dates 
entering    or    leaving    the    home,     the    category    of    payment 
and     the     social     worker's     signature.       Our    review    of 
authorization    for     selected    payments    revealed    various 
types   of  errors   on  the   SS-1    forms.      The  most  common   and 
significant    errors    related   to   the   category  of   funding. 
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These  errors  primarily  resulted  from  social  workers' 
failing  to  designate  whether  "ward"  Indians  were  eli- 
gible for  the  CWS  or  AFDC  programs.   During  our  audit 
period,  when  SRS  Fiscal  Bureau  employees  received  SS-1 
forms  they  automatically  coded  all  cases  not  showing 
the  type  of  "ward"  Indian  eligibilty  as  AFDC.   Our 
field  audits  disclosed  that  some  of  these  cases  were 
actually  not  AFDC  eligible. 

An  audit  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education  and  Welfare  in  November  1975  originally 
disclosed  this  problem.   SRS  subsequently  changed  the 
format  of  the  SS-1  in  an  attempt  to  prevent  these 
errors.   We  noted  that  the  error  still  occurs  because 
social  workers  do  not  properly  complete  the  forms  and 
because  some  counties  continued  to  use  the  old  forms. 
As  previously  mentioned,  the  state  received  limited 
federal  funding  for  the  CWS  foster  care  program.   Thus, 
the  state  would  pay  a  greater  percentage  of  the  foster 
care  costs  if  the  child  was  not  AFDC  eligible. 

Since  the  Fiscal  Bureau  uses  the  SS-1  for  input 
data  to  the  foster  care  payroll  system,  the  various 
types  of  coding  errors  on  the  SS-1  forms  are  entered 
into  the  payroll  system.   This  causes  inaccurate  allo- 
cation of  costs  between  programs.   Although  the  Social 
Services  Bureau  and  the  counties  receive  copies  of  the 
foster  care  payment  list,  SRS  has  no  formal  system  of 
verification  to  detect  these  errors. 
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Payments  to  foster  homes  remain  constant  in  amount 
unless  the  Fiscal  Bureau  receives  an  SS-1  opening  or 
closing  a  foster  care  case  or  changing  payment  rates. 
If  no  SS-1  is  received,  the  system  automatically  gener- 
ates a  check  for  the  previously  authorized  amount.   We 
noted  cases  where  social  workers  did  not  prepare  SS-l's 
promptly  and  over-payments  resulted. 

When  the  Fiscal  Bureau  receives  an  SS-1  resulting 
in  a  partial  payment,  a  Fiscal  Bureau  clerk  calculates 
the  payment  and  enters  the  amount  into  the  payment 
system.   We  noted  a  significant  number  of  incorrect 
calculations  during  our  review.   SRS  does  not  have  a 
system  of  verification  which  would  disclose  these 
errors . 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Correct    SS-1    form    errors    and    document   calls    to   the 
appropriate  county  explaining  the  correction. 

2.  Require    social  workers   to  review  AFDC   "ward"   Indian 
cases  to  verify  and  document  eligibility. 

3.  Develop  a   system  to  verify   coding  on   SS-1   forms   and 
partial  payment  calculations. 

Payment  Control 

SRS  prepares  a  computer  tape  of  foster  care  pay- 
ments and  sends  the  tape  to  the  State  Auditor's  Office 
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which  prints  the  warrants.   The  warrants  are  then  sent 
back  to  SRS  and  mailed  to  foster  homes  by  the  Fiscal 
Bureau  clerk  who  prepared  the  input.   During  this 
process  no  one  tests  the  output  from  the  State  Au- 
ditor's Office  to  the  original  input  to  ensure  that  all 
warrants  were  printed  or  that  extra  warrants  were  not 
printed.   The  only  test  SRS  performs  in  this  process  is 
comparing  the  amount  of  changes  made  by  initial  or 
termination  payments  from  the  input  data  to  the  changes 
shown  on  the  computer  tape.   They  perform  no  test  on 
the  payments  generated  automatically  each  month. 

Proper  internal  control  requires  separation  of 
duties  between  persons  preparing  input  to  a  system, 
processing  the  data,  and  disbursing  payments.   The 
system  should  also  include  tests  of  output.   SRS  should 
revise  its  current  foster  care  payment  processing 
procedures  to  provide  proper  segregation  of  duties  and 
periodic  tests  of  recurring  foster  care  payments. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Require   someone  independent  of  the  payment  process  to 
mail  warrants  to  foster  home  operators. 

2.  Establish    a    system   to   periodically   test   samples   of  the 
foster   care   payments   for   existence  of  foster  homes  and 
foster  children . 
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AFDC  Foster  Care  Eligibility 

Federal  regulations  under  Title  IV-A  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  provide  for  payment  of  foster  care  on 
behalf  of  a  child  who  was  eligible  for  AFDC  in  the 
month  court  action  was  initiated.   We  noted  several  in- 
stances during  our  review  where  no  evidence  of  an 
Economic  Assistance  Division  determination  of  AFDC 
eligibility  existed.   These  may  be  cases  where  the 
child  would  have  been  eligible  for  AFDC  if  application 
had  been  made;  however,  we  could  find  no  documentation 
of  an  application  being  filed.   SRS  should  require 
adequate  evidence  in  the  case  files  supporting  AFDC 
eligibility  before  making  foster  care  payments  from 
AFDC  funds . 

HEW  regulations  set  forth  specific  requirements 

which  must  be  met  before  foster  care  payments  can  be 

made.   Federal  regulations  provide  that  a  state  plan 

under  Title  IV-A  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  shall 

provide  foster  care  for  a  child: 

"Who  was  removed,  after  April  30,  1961,  from 
the  home  of  a  relative  specified  in  the  AFDC 
plan,  as  a  result  of  a  judicial  determination 
that  continuance  in  the  home  of  the  relative 
would  be  contrary  to  his  welfare,  for  any 
reason,  and  who  has  been  placed  in  foster 
care  as  a  result  of  such  determination, 
.  .  ."   (Emphasis  supplied). 

SRS  has  established  eligibility  criteria  in  the  Montana 

Administrative  Code  and  the  Social  Services  Bureau 

policies  and  procedures  manual  requiring  only  that  a 

child  be  removed  from  the  home  as  result  of  "court 
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initiated  action;"  e.g.,  a  petition  filed  with  a  county 
attorney  requesting  custody.   It  appears  that  in  order 
for  SRS  to  make  AFDC  foster  care  payments,  the  child 
must  be  eligible  for  AFDC  at  the  time  the  state  initi- 
ates court  action.   However,  the  state  may  not  begin 
making  the  foster  care  payments  until  a  judicial  deter- 
mination places  the  child  in  foster  care.   Such  a 
determination  requires  an  order  of  the  court  after  a 
hearing.   The  filing  of  a  petition  in  the  district 
court  is  not  judicial  determination  as  required  by 
federal  regulations. 

A  significant  number  of  children  in  foster  care 
are  under  the  state's  custody  as  a  result  of  petitions 
filed  with  district  courts.   We  could  not  practically 
determine  the  amount  of  foster  care  payments  made  in 
the  audit  period  for  AFDC  foster  care  cases  by  author- 
ity of  petitions  to  the  court.   However,  if  these  cases 
are  not  eligible  for  AFDC  funding,  the  state  may  be 
required  to  pay  the  costs  under  the  CWS  program  result- 
ing in  increased  cost  to  the  state. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Require  adequate  documentation  of  eligibility  for  AFDC 
foster  care  cases. 

2.  Seek  clarification  from  the  federal  government  regarding 
the  eligibility  requirements  for  AFDC  foster  care  fund- 
ing resulting  from  court  petitions. 
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Financial  Participation  By  Parents 

During  our  review  of  foster  care  cases  we  noted  a 
lack  of  documentation  of  reviews  made  of  parents' 
financial  resources.   Section  10-1313,  R.C.M.  1947, 
requires  the  county  public  welfare  department,  upon 
receipt  of  a  petition  alleging  abuse,  neglect,  or  de- 
pendency, to  make  an  investigation  to  determine  the 
financial  ability  of  parents  to  pay  the  cost  of  sup- 
porting the  child  in  a  foster  home.   The  courts  are 
required  to  use  these  studies  to  determine  if  the 
parents  shall  be  required  to  pay  an  amount  the  court 
deems  proper. 

The  Social  Services  Bureau's  manual  describes  the 
department's  policies  and  procedures  regarding  all 
possible  financial  resources  to  be  examined,  including 
parental   and  relative   contributions,   inheritance, 
property,  insurance.  Social  Security  benefits,  Railroad 
Retirement  benefits.  Veterans'  Administration  benefits, 
Indian  tribal  income,  etc.,  which  may  be  used  to  pay 
the  costs  of  supporting  the  child.   Additionally,  the 
Social  Services  state  plan  lists  eligibility  criteria 
based  on  income  levels  for  AFDC  foster  care  services. 
The  agency  has  established  eligibility  criteria  in  the 
Administrative  Rules  of  Montana  (ARM)  requiring  parents 
to  assume  or  participate  in  foster  home  payments  when 
appropriate. 
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Federal  regulations  also  require  a  determination 
of  the  applicant's  financial  eligibility  which  must 
consist  of  a  dated  and  signed  application  and  suffi- 
cient documentation  obtained  from  or  on  behalf  of  the 
individual  which  would  lead  a  reasonable  person  to  con- 
clude that  financial  eligibility  criteria  had  been  met. 
In  the  majority  of  the  cases  we  reviewed  the  evidence 
necessary  to  make  a  report  to  the  court  did  not  exist. 
SRS  currently  has  forms  for  billing  parents  for  an 
amount  agreed  upon,  but  the  procedure  is  used  so  seldom 
that  most  county  offices  were  not  even  aware  of  the 
form's  existence  and  did  not  have  copies  in  the  office. 

Although  district  courts  may  order  SRS  to  pay  all 
foster  care  costs  regardless  of  the  parents'  financial 
status,  it  is  imperative  that  the  courts  be  made  fully 
aware  of  the  parents'  ability  to  pay.   We  examined 
cases  where  parents  appeared  to  have  resources  to 
assist  the  state  in  support  of  their  children. 

The  foster  care  program  provides  services  for 
children  in  danger  of  becoming  delinquents.   Some 
counties  have  numerous  cases  of  this  type.   The  state 
removes  the  child  from  the  natural  home  because  this 
atmosphere  is  contributory  to  the  alleged  delinquency. 
As  previously  mentioned,   many  parents  voluntarily 
relinquish  custody  of  their  child  to  the  state  because 
of  delinquency  or  their  inability  to  provide  adequate 
care.   In  almost  every  case  of  this  type  which  we 
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reviewed  the  courts  did  not  order  any  parental  contri- 
bution and  the  parents  did  not  agree  to  share  the  costs 
of  the  foster  care. 

In  one  case  we  examined,  each  parent  had  substan- 
tial income  from  a  stable  job,  lived  in  an  upper-income 
home,  had  one  other  child,  and  voluntarily  relinquished 
custody  of  a  child  because  of  delinquency.   The  report 
to  the  court  did  not  contain  an  adequate  financial 
resources  study  and  the  judge  did  not  require  the 
parents  to  assume  any  portion  of  the  costs.   The  par- 
ents did  not  volunteer  to  contribute  toward  the  child's 
care.   Although  the  decision  to  require  parental  con- 
tribution ultimately  rests  with  the  district  judges, 
the  state  should  prepare  adequate  financial  resources 
reports  and  recommend  such  participation. 

One  county  public  welfare  department  has  started 
sending  letters  to  parents  of  children  picked  up  by 
juvenile  authorities  notifying  them  of  their  financial 
responsibility  under  Section  10-1313,  R.C.M.  1947. 
This  county  designed  a  form  used  by  social  workers  to 
investigate  the  parents'  financial  resources  and  in- 
cludes this  form  in  the  report  to  the  court. 

RECOMMENDATION 
We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.       Require  social  workers  to  prepare  written  reports  of  the 
financial    resources    of    parents    of    children    placed    in 
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foster  care  and  require  sufficient  tests  to  assure  proper 
disclosure. 
2.   Design  a  standard  form  to  enable  social  workers  to  make 
a  proper  financial  investigation. 

Higher  Education 

During  our  audit  period,  Social  Services  Bureau 
policy  allowed  CWS  foster  care  payments  on  behalf  of 
children  over  17  years  old  who  were  attending  institu- 
tions of  higher  education.   The  department  recorded 
expenditures  of  $18,427  for  this  program  during  fiscal 
year  1975-76,  consisting  of  $1,504  in  county  funds  and 
$16,923  in  state  funds.   SRS  expended  its  entire  feder- 
al CWS  grant  in  the  regular  CWS  foster  care  program, 
thus  the  CWS  foster  child  education  program  was  totally 
state  and  county  funded. 

Montana  law  governing  the  CWS  program.  Section 
10-1301,  R.C.M.  1947,  defines  a  dependent  youth  as  a 
youth  under  18  years  of  age.   This  law  does  not  allow 
exception  for  persons  over  age  17  even  if  they  attend 
school.   The  ARM  section  pertaining  to  foster  care 
refers  to  this  law  when  establishing  eligibility  for 
applicants.   Federal  regulations  regarding  child  wel- 
fare services  under  Title  IV-B  allow  payments  for 
children  under  the  age  of  21  regardless  of  whether  they 
attend  school . 
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The  state  AFDC  foster  care  program  allows  payments 
on  behalf  of  a  person  under  age  21  and  a  student  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  department,  provided  the 
student  otherwise  qualifies  for  the  AFDC  program.  Not 
all  persons  in  the  foster  home  education  program  were 
AFDC  eligible. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Ensure  that  foster  care  expenditures  are  made  in  ac- 
cordance with  applicable  state  and  federal  laws  and 
regulations. 

2.  Provide   foster  home   education  program  services  only  to 
eligible  foster  children. 

Medical  Records 

Our  review  of  foster  care  case  files  revealed  a 
lack  of  medical  records  for  foster  children.   ARM 
regulations  require  the  agency  to  arrange  for  medical 
services  for  a  child  once  the  case  has  been  opened. 
The  Social  Services  Bureau  manual  contains  numerous 
policies  regarding  medical  care.   Bureau  policy  re- 
quires the  social  worker  to  complete  form  SS-10, 
Child's  Medical  Record,  when  the  state  has  legal  cus- 
tody of  a  child.   This  form  should  have  the  history 
section  completed  by  the  child's  parents  whenever 
possible.   This  medical  history  becomes  especially 
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important  if  the  state  has  the  right  to  place  adop- 
tively. 

The  Medicaid  program,  funded  under  Title  XIX  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  pays  most  of  the  medical  costs 
for  the  foster  care  clients.   Other  state  and  county 
programs  are  available  to  pay  most  other  medical  costs. 
The  social  worker  is  responsible  for  completing  form 
EA-IB,  Medical  Assistance  Application  and  Agreement  for 
Children,  which  is  the  eligibility  application  for 
Medicaid.   Title  XIX  also  funds  the  Early  Periodic 
Screening  and  Detection  Test  (EPSDT)  which  provides  for 
a  yearly  physical  examination  for  foster  children.   The 
majority  of  county  files  we  examined  did  not  contain 
the  forms  described  above. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend   that  SRS   require   social  workers   to  complete 

required  medical  forms  for  all  foster  care  children. 

Protection  for  Indian  Inheritance 

Indian  foster  children  who  are  enrolled  in  a  tribe 
often  are  eligible   for  inheritances   from  tribal 
sources.   When  the  state  requests  limited  or  permanent 
custody  of  a  child,  the  Social  Services  Bureau  has  the 
responsibility  under  Section  10-1314(4),  R.C.M.  1947, 
to  preserve  the  assets  or  estate  of  the  child  which 
would  include  inheritance  rights. 
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The  bureau  has  established  policies  and  procedures 
in  its  manual  and  the  ARM  which  require  the  social 
worker  to  file  form  SS-13,  Request  and  Order,  with  the 
petition  requesting  custody.    Social  workers  must 
prepare  enrollment  information  including  written  con- 
tact with  the  appropriate  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
social  service  office  for  the  tribe  of  the  child's 
Indian  heritage.   The  file  should  contain  an  enrollment 
number  when  available,  or  written  correspondence  from 
the  agency  regarding  enrollment  or  denial  of  enroll- 
ment.  We  found  several  instances  where  evidence  did 
not  exist  that  the  social  worker  filed  form  SS-13,  and 
many  more  cases  which  had  no  correspondence  regarding 
these  funds,  even  though  form  SS-13  was  filed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS    emphasize    to    social    workers    the 

necessity  for  prompt  protection  of  Indian  inheritance  rights. 

Special  Group  Home  Rates 

After  the  state  obtains  custody  of  children  either 
by  voluntary  relinquishment  or  state  initiative,  social 
workers  may  place  them  in  temporary  receiving  homes, 
private  homes,  group  homes,  or  institutions  depending 
upon  the  availability  of  facilities  and  the  needs  of 
the  individual.   As  noted  on  page  25  of  this  report, 
the  legislature  has  authorized  specific  rates  of  pay- 
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ment  for  private  homes  and  institutions  but  special 
group  homes  establish  their  own  rates. 

Some  homes  providing  specialized  services  have 
rates  significantly  higher  than  rates  for  private 
homes.   Title  IV-A  regulation  45  CFR  233.110  allows 
federal  financial  participation  only  for  those  items 
included  for  care  in  foster  family  homes.   It  excludes 
overhead  costs  of  the  institution,  and  requires  spe- 
cific criteria  for  determining  the  amount  of  payment 
for  foster  family  homes  and  child  care  institutions.   A 
federal  audit  conducted  in  November  1975,  noted  that 
SRS  does  not  audit  these  special  group  home  rates  to 
determine  allowable  costs.   During  our  audit  period, 
SRS  still  had  not  performed  any  audits  of  these  insti- 
tutions and  had  not  informed  the  homes  of  applicable 
federal  regulations  to  use  as  guidelines  for  setting 
rates . 

Under  the  present  method,  the  group  homes  inform 
the  Social  Services  Bureau  of  new  rates  and  the  bureau 
accepts  the  rates  if  they  appear  "reasonable."   Al- 
though Section  10-1320,   R.C.M.   1947,   requires  the 
department  to  pay  the  entire  amount  agreed  upon  for 
foster  care  services,  a  more  formal  procedure  should 
exist  to  determine  that  rates  are  justifiable  and  meet 
federal  regulations.   Failure  to  comply  with  these 
federal  regulations  could  result  in  a  loss  of  federal 
moneys  for  the  foster  care  program. 
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KfiCOMMKNIM'I'lON 

Wo  r(!commen(J   that,  SRS  p(!rform  audits  of  special  group  home 
rates    which    exceed    limits   established   by   the   legislature   to 
ensure    that   these    rates    are    reasonable   and    conform   with 
federal  regulations. 

Case  File  Reviews 

Many  of  the  recommendations  included  in  this  audit 
report  result  from  the  absence  of  an  adequate  review 
system  by  social  workers,  supervisors  and  Social  Ser- 
vices Bureau  personnel.   The  bureau  has  established  a 
manual  detailing  at  length  the  legal  base  of  the  pro- 
gram and  the  policies  and  procedures  necessary  to 
fulfill  these  obligations.   However,  during  our  audit 
period  no  review  process  existed  to  determine  that 
policies  and  procedures  were  actually  followed. 

Regardless  of  the  quality  of  established  guide- 
lines, no  system  is  complete  unless  some  type  of  review 
process  exists  to  determine  that  these  guidelines  are 
reasonable  and  that  personnel  actually  perform  required 
duties.   A  review  system  could  include  placing  a  check- 
list in  each  file  detailing  documents  and  correspond- 
ence necessary  for  various  types  of  custody.   District 
personnel  could  also  perform  peer  reviews  of  cases  and 
district  supervisors  could  be  required  to  perform 
random  reviews  of  case  files. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  establish  a  system  of  case  file  review 

for  all  foster  care  cases. 

Administrative  Rules  of  Montana 

Our  audit  of  the  foster  care  program  included  a 
compliance  review  of  applicable  state  and  federal  laws 
and  regulations.   Many  recommendations  contained  in 
this  section  refer  to  noncompliance  with  these  laws  and 
regulations.   Our  review  of  the  program  revealed  that 
the  Social  Services  Bureau  uses  its  own  Policies  and 
Procedures  Manual  as  guidelines  in  the  program's  day- 
to-day  administration.   In  many  instances  regulations 
published  in  the  ARM  do  not  agree  with  the  bureau's 
manual.   The  Social  Services  Bureau  is  responsible  for 
ensuring  that  their  published  policies  and  procedures 
conform  to  the  law  and  to  procedures  actually  used. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS    up-date    the    sections    of   the   ARM 

relating  to  the  foster  care  program. 

FOOD    STAMPS 

According  to  a  United  States  Department  of  Agri- 
culture statement,   "The  purpose  of  the  food  stamp 
program  is  to  raise  the  nutritional  level  among  low- 
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income  households  whose  limited  food  purchasing  power 
contributes  to  hunger  and  malnutrition  among  members  of 
such  households."   Section  71-210,  R.C.M.  1947,  desig- 
nates SRS  as  the  administering  agency  for  the  food 
stamp  program  in  Montana.   Responsibility  for  the 
program  rests  with  the  SRS  Economic  Assistance  Divi- 
sion.  Federal  regulations  and  a  state  plan  prepared  by 
SRS  provide  the  basis  for  SRS ' s  administration  of  this 
program. 

SRS  administers  the  food  stamp  program  through 
certification  offices  and  issuance  offices  in  each 
county.   County  welfare  offices  certify  clients  to 
receive  a  specified  amount  of  food  stamps  at  a  speci- 
fied purchase  price.   Issuance  offices  provide  each 
client  with  the  authorized  amount  of  food  stam.ps  upon 
receipt  of  the  required  purchase  price. 
Audit  Scope 

The  scope  of  our  food  stamp  audit  work  was  limited 
to  a  compliance  review  of  state  agency  operations  and 
field  visits  to  certification  and  issuance  offices  in 
Cascade,  Hill,  Lewis  and  Clark,  Missoula,  Silver  Bow, 
and  Yellowstone  counties  as  of  March  1977.   The  scope 
of  a  concurrent  audit  performed  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  Office  of  Audit  was  consid- 
ered in  the  establishment  of  our  audit  plan.   The 
Office  of  Audit's  review  concerned  federal  requirements 
and  SRS  compliance  m  the  areas  of  statistical  data. 
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cost  allocation,  fraud  and  claims  review,  the  state 
coupon  book  inventory,  the  state  inventory  of  certifi- 
cation control  (ATP)  cards,  quality  control,  state 
issue  by  mail  procedures,  fair  hearing  procedures,  and 
certification  and  issuance  office  reviews  in  several 
Montana  counties . 

Food  Stamp  Certification 

--Internal  Controls 

SRS  has  the  responsibility  to  administer  the  food 
stamp  program  in  accordance  with  its  state  plan  and  a 
state  certification  manual  which  have  been  approved  by 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  as  comply- 
ing with  federal  food  stamp  regulations.   Without 
proper  internal  controls,  the  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  cannot  be  certain  that  certifi- 
cations and  issuances  comply  with  these  federal  and 
state  regulations. 

Federal  regulations  state  that  if  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture  Food  and  Nutrition 
Service  determines  that  there  has  been  gross  negligence 
or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  state  agency  in  the  initial 
certification  of  households,   any  subsequent  certi- 
fication of  households,  or  in  the  issuance  of  food 
stamp  coupons,  the  state  shall,  on  demand  by  the  Food 
and  Nutrition  Service,  pay  to  the  Food  and  Nutrition 
Service  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount  of  any  free  coupons 
issued  as  a  result  of  such  negligence  or  fraud. 
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Internal  controls  described  as  inadequate  in  this 
report  section  include  controls  over  the  processing  of 
a  food  stamp  certification  from  the  time  the  client 
enters  the  certification  office  until  the  authorization 
to  purchase  food  stamps  is  delivered  to  the  issuance 
office.   We  noted  the  following  internal  control  weak- 
nesses in  our  testing: 

1.  At  the  Silver  Bow  County  certification  of- 
fice, seven  different  certification  office 
personnel  have  access  to  all  food  stamp  files 
and  food  stamp  certification  records. 

2.  At   the   Yellowstone   County   certification 
office,  all  authorization  to  purchase  cards 
for  nonpublic  assistance  recipients  of  food 
stamps  are  completed  by  eligibility  tech- 
nicians.  Eligibility  technicians  also  com- 
plete forms  which  are  intended  as  a  control 
between  eligibility  technicians  and  those  who 
complete  authorization  to  purchase  cards. 

At  all  of  the  mentioned  locations,  existing  inter- 
nal controls  do  not  compensate  for  the  separation  of 
duties  weaknesses  listed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  initiate  procedures  to  ensure  internal 
controls   over   the   certification   of   food   stamp   recipients   are 
adequate  at  all  certification  offices. 

--Documentation  of  Certifications 

Federal  regulations  require  that  certification 
records  include  applications  for  certification  includ- 
ing required  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
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and  state  agency  forms,  worksheets,  and  copies  of 
notices  sent  to  the  client,  as  well  as  any  other  data 
which  affects  a  household's  eligibility  or  basis  of 
issuance  in  the  food  stamp  program.   The  state  certifi- 
cation manual  includes  the  requirements  outlined  in 
federal  regulations  and,  in  addition,  requires  that  a 
notice  of  decision,  notice  of  adverse  action,  or  notice 
of  denial  be  sent  to  the  client  under  the  appropriate 
circumstances . 

These  regulations  are  designed  to  provide  controls 
over  the  food  stamp  certification  process  and  to  fur- 
nish necessary  information  to  the  food  stamp  client. 
The  exceptions  described  in  the  following  list  cause  a 
decrease  in  the  effectiveness  of  internal  controls  and 
a  violation  of  federal  and  state  food  stamp  regula- 
tions . 

1.  In  the  Cascade  County  certification  office, 
our  tests  of  food  stamp  client  files  revealed 
that  copies  of  notice  of  change,  advance 
notice  of  adverse  action,   and  notice  of 
disposition   forms   were   not  consistently 
included  in  those  files. 

2.  In  the  Hill  County  certification  office, 
documents  such  as  the  notice  of  change, 
advance  notice  of  adverse  action,  and  notice 
of  disposition  were  not  included  in  food 
stamp  files  in  a  significant  number  of  cases. 

3.  In  the  Lewis  and  Clark  County  certification 
office,  notice  of  change  forms  and  notice  of 
decision  forms  were  not  present  in  a  signifi- 
cant number  of  food  stamp  files  tested. 

4.  In  the  Missoula  County  certification  office  a 
significant  number  of  food  stamp  files  did 
not  contain  required  notice  of  change  and 
notice  of  decision  forms. 
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In   the   Yellowstone   County   certification 
office  we  found  a  significant  number  of  food 
stamp  files  which  included  no  required  notice 
of  adverse  action  or  food  stamp  worksheets. 
Our  examination  of  food  stamp  files  also 
disclosed  an  instance  when  no  food  stamp 
application  form  was  completed  for  a  certifi- 
cation period  in  which  a  client  received  food 
stamps . 


RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  comply  with  state  and  federal  food 
stamp  regulations  relating  to  proper  documentation  of  food 
stamp  certification  activity. 

--Proper  use  of  Food  Stamp  I.D.  Cards 

Federal  regulations  and  the  Montana  state  certifi- 
cation and  issuance  manual  require  the  use  of  food 
stamp  identification  cards  and  specify  the  format  to  be 
used.   The  format  includes  the  signature  of  the  food 
stamp  head  of  household  and,  if  necessary,  his/her 
personal  representative . 

At  Cascade  County  we  noted  that  food  stamp  identi- 
fication cards  are  not  signed  by  a  head  of  household's 
spouse  as  a  personal  representative,  even  though  the 
spouse  can  present  the  food  stamp  identification  card 
at  the  Cascade  County  issuance  office  and  sign  for  and 
receive  food  stamps. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend   that  SRS  ensure  that  counties  use  food  stamp 

identification    cards    in    accordance    with    federal    and    state 

regulations. 

--Missing  Information  on  Food  Stamp  Applications 

Food  stamp  applications  represent  the  basic  docu- 
mentation for  all  food  stamp  certification  and  issuance 
activities  and  are  signed  by  the  client  as  a  represen- 
tation of  his  current  situation  with  respect  to  the 
food  stamp  program.   Federal  regulations  and  the  Mon- 
tana food  stamp  certification  and  issuance  manual 
require  that  food  stamp  records  include  applications 
for  certification  or  subsequent  certification  and  any 
other  data  which  affects  a  household's  eligibility  or 
basis  of  issuance.   Listed  below  are  descriptions  of 
required  information  which  we  found  missing  from  sample 
food  stamp  files. 

1.  At  the  Cascade  County  certification  office, 
all  food  stamp  files  tested  had  missing  data 
on  applications.   Missing  data  included  case 
numbers,   citizen   and   employment   status, 
social  security  number,   name  of  head  of 
household,  date,  telephone  number,  address, 
birthdates  of  household  members,   ages  of 
household  members,  and  employment  registra- 
tion. 

2.  At  the  Lewis  &  Clark  County  certification 
office,  a  significant  number  of  food  stamp 
files  had  application  forms  with  such  data 
missing  as  case  numbers,  social  security 
numbers,  telephone  numbers,  citizen  status, 
and  employment  status. 
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At  the  Missoula  County  certification  office  a 
significant  number  of  food  stamp  files  in- 
cluded application  forms  with  case  numbers 
and  dates  missing. 

At  the  Silver  Bow  County  certification  office 
case  numbers,  dates,  household  information, 
and  changes  in  circumstances  were  omitted  in 
sample  files. 


recommf:n_d  Ai'  ion 

We  recommend  that  SRS  take  steps  necessary  to  ensure 
compliance  with  applicable  federal  and  state  regulations 
concerning  completion  of  application  forms. 

--Work  Registration 

Federal  and  state  regulations  require  that  all 
nonexempt  members  of  a  food  stamp  household  register 
periodically  with  the  local  office  of  the  Employment 
Security  Division  as  available  for  employment.  These 
regulations  also  describe  requirements  for  exemption 
from  work  registration. 

In  Cascade  County  we  encountered  a  significant 
number  of  case  files  which  included  insufficient  docu- 
mentation of  the  reasons  recipients  or  their  spouses 
had  not  filed  proper  work  registration  forms.   We 
encountered  instances  when  information  in  the  file 
stated  that  the  client  was  physically  unable  to  work 
but  no  accompanying  doctor's  statement  was  included  and 
an  instance  when  a  work  registration  form  was  not  filed 
for  a  spouse  and  no  explanation  was  attached. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS    take    steps    necessary    to    ensure 
compliance   in   all   counties   with   federal   and   state  food  stamp 
regulations  concerning  work  registration. 

— Certification  Periods 

A  food  stamp  certification  period  is  the  length  of 
time  a  recipient  is  determined  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive food  stamps.   Eligibility  for  program  benefits 
ceases  at  the  end  of  each  assigned  certification  per- 
iod.  Federal  regulations  include  guidelines  for  estab- 
lishing the  certification  period.   These  regulations 
require  consideration  of  such  factors  as  eligibility 
for  other  forms  of  public  assistance,  stability  of 
income,  and  household  composition. 

In  our  review  in  Silver  Bow  County,  we  encountered 
a  significant  number  of  cases  where  the  length  of  a 
certification  period  was  not  reasonable  considering  the 
eligibility  characteristics  of  the  household  certified. 
We  encountered  one  household  certified  for  a  year  even 
though  the  file  indicated  the  head  of  household  was 
employed  seasonally  and  employable  at  all  times. 

RECOMMENDATION 

■We  recommend  that  SRS  take  steps  necessary  to  ensure  that 
all  counties  (.(^rtify  households  tor  reason<il)lc  lime  [jeriods  in 
compliance  with  federal  regulations. 
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--Inadequate  Controls  over  Blank  ATP  Cards 

Authorization  to  purchase  food  stamps  (ATP)  cards 
are  completed  by  the  certification  office  and  are 
forwarded  to  the  issuance  office  as  documentation  of 
current  certification  for  receipt  of  food  stamps. 
Primary  information  on  the  ATP  card  includes  household 
identification,  the  dollar  amount  of  food  stamps  au- 
thorized for  the  period,  and  the  purchase  requirement 
(cost  to  the  recipient  for  the  food  stamps  authorized). 
ATP  cards  do  not  have  to  be  completed  in  certification 
offices.   Almost  anyone  could  complete  the  required 
information.   This  characteristic  makes  ATP  cards  as 
liquid  and  valuable  as  cash. 

According  to  federal  regulations,  the  state  is 
ultimately  responsible  for  the  amount  of  free  food 
stamp  coupons  issued  as  the  result  of  gross  negligence 
or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  state  agency.   Although  we 
did  not  perform  sufficient  audit  tests  to  document 
actual  misuses  of  ATP  cards,  the  possibility  of  misuse 
exists  in  the  following  counties  where  controls  over 
blank  ATP  cards  are  not  adequate. 

1.  At  the  Cascade  County  certification  office, 
we  noted  that  records  relating  to  blank  ATP 
cards  are  not  organized  in  a  manner  which 
makes  them  of  significant  value  for  control 
purposes.  Records  are  difficult  to  utilize 
because  ATP  card  numbers  are  segregated  into 
various  series  of  control  sheets . 

2.  At  the  Hill  County  certification  office  we 
noted  that  blank  ATP  cards  were  stored  during 
working  hours  m  an  unsecured  file  cabinet 
accessible  to  clients  and  employees.   The 
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office  utilized  an  informal  inventory  record 
(not  the  prescribed  SRS  form).   Blank  ATP 
cards  were  left  unsecured  and  accessible  to 
clients  and  employees  during  breaks  and  lunch 
hours . 

At   the   Yellowstone   County   certification 
office  we  noted  that  receipts  for  shipments 
of  blank  ATP  cards  received  are  not  main- 
tained on  file  to  support  amounts  shown  as 
received  in  inventory  records. 


RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommonci    IhaL   SRS    initiate   procc^dures    to   ensure   that 
controls    over-    blank    A'l'i'    cards    in    all    county    certification 
offices  are  adequate  to  prevent  misuse  by  certification  office 
personnel  or  visitors. 

--Repayments 

Federal  regulations  require  that  state  administer- 
ing agencies  be  held  liable  for  moneys  collected  from 
recipients  as  repayment  for  an  overissuance  of  food 
stamps.   The  use  of  prenumbered  cash  receipt  forms  is 
an  essential  tool  in  controlling  these  cash  receipts. 

In  Hill,  Silver  Bow,  and  Yellowstone  counties  we 
found  that  certification  offices  do  not  always  issue 
receipts  to  clients  for  these  collections.  In  Cascade 
County  receipts  are  used,  however,  the  receipt  forms 
are  not  prenumbered.  This  significantly  reduces  the 
effectiveness  of  the  receipt  as  a  control  over  moneys 
collected. 
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R  FCOMM  R  N  D  A  Tj  o  N 

W(?    recommontJ    l.h<it    SHS    csLiblish    procedures   lo  ensure!   that 
counLy     cerMil  ic.jLion    ofliees     use     prenumbered     receipts     in 
accounting  for  repayment  of  lood  stamp  overissuances. 

Food  Stamp  Issuance 

—  Improper  Utilization  of  ATP  Cards 

The  purposes  of  ATP  cards  as  outlined  in  state  and 
federal  regulations  include  providing  control  over  cash 
and  coupons  within  the  issuance  unit,  providing  a  basis 
for  verifications  by  state  agencies  of  the  reports 
submitted  by  issuance  offices,  providing  a  check  for 
duplicate  or  other  unauthorized  issuances,  and  provid- 
ing an  audit  trail  for  accounting  review  purposes. 
Federal  regulations  relating  to  ATP  cards  require  that 
the  issuance  agent  cancel  the  ATP  card  with  a  stamp 
clearly  showing  the  date  of  the  transaction,  the  of- 
fice, and  the  cashier's  identification  number. 

The  following  list  of  improper  utilizations  of  ATP 
cards  indicates  that  SRS  procedures  relating  to  ATP 
cards  in  the  issuance  office  are  inadequate. 

1.    At  a  Cascade  County  issuance  office,  we  noted 
instances  when  allotment  information  on  the 
ATP  card  was  not  completed  and  instances  when 
allotment  boxes  were  completed  and  food  stamp 
amounts  indicated  there  did  not  agree  with 
food  stamp  amounts  received  as  indicated  by 
recipient  signatures  on  the  reverse  side  of 
the  ATP  card.   We  also  noted  instances  at  the 
Cascade  County  issuance  office  when  ATP  cards 
in  the  cancelled  file  were  not  signed  by 
recipients  or  cancelled. 
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At  the  Hill  County  issuance  office  we  noted  a 
significant  number  of  ATP  cards  in  the  can- 
celled ATP  card  file  with  no  recipient  signa- 
ture or  cancellation.   We  also  noted  in- 
stances when  ATP  cards  were  voided  in  pencil. 

At  a  Silver  Bow  County  issuance  office,  we 
noted  a  significant  number  of  instances  when 
allotment  boxes  on  ATP  cards  were  not  com- 
pleted and  when  ATP  cards  in  the  cancelled 
file  were  not  signed  by  recipients  or  can- 
celled. 


RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS    ensure    ATP   cards   are   used   in   a 
manner  consistent  with  ATP  card  functions  stated  in  federal 
and  state  regulations. 

— Food  Stamp  Security 

Federal  regulations  include  a  checklist  for  food 
stamp  security  at  issuance  offices.   This  checklist 
provides  a  basis  for  establishing  proper  security 
procedures  over  food  stamp  coupons.   Federal  regula- 
tions also  state  that  if  there  has  been  a  loss  of  food 
stamp  coupons  distributed  to  the  state  agency  including 
coupons  lost  as  a  result  of  thefts,  embezzlements  or 
unexplained  causes,  the  state  agency  must  pay  to  the 
USDA  on  demand  the  face  value  of  any  such  coupons. 

In  our  visits  to  county  issuance  offices  we  noted 

the  following  exceptions  to  the  federal  checklist  for 

security. 

1.    At  one  county  issuance  office  the  food  stamp 
storage  area  is  accessible  to  all  county 
treasurer's  office  personnel,  there  are  no 
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written  instructions  on  security,  and  there 
is  no  one  designated  responsible  for  the 
security  of  food  stamps. 

2.  At  another  county  issuance  office,  police 
have  not  been  notified  as  to  the  value  of 
coupons  stored  and  issued  at  the  office,  the 
issuance  office  has  no  guard  or  alarm  system 
in  use  during  issuance  hours,  employees  are 
not  guarded  while  taking  cash  receipts  to  the 
bank,  access  to  the  storage  facility  in  the 
vault  is  not  limited  to  supervisory  person- 
nel, food  stamp  issuance  reports  to  the  state 
are  not  reviewed  by  a  supervisor,  no  security 
officer  has  been  appointed  in  the  office,  and 
written  restrictions  on  security  have  not 
been  distributed  to  issuance  office  employ- 
ees . 

3.  At  a  third  county  issuance  office  the  bulk 
supply  of  coupons  is  not  locked  up  at  all 
times,  access  to  the  storage  facility  is  not 
limited  except  to  county  treasurer's  office 
staff,  and  there  are  no  written  instructions 
for  security. 

4.  At  a  fourth  county  issuance  office  the  bulk 
supply  of  coupons  is  not  secured  at  all  times 
and  is  accessible  to  anyone  in  the  county 
treasurer's  office. 

5.  At  a  fifth  county  issuance  office,  employees 
are  not  guarded  while  making  deposits  to  the 
bank,  written  instructions  on  security  have 
not  been  distributed  to  all  employees  of  the 
issuance  office,  and  the  office  has  no  guard 
or  alarm  system  in  use  during  issuance  hours. 

5.    At  the  final  county  issuance  office  access  to 
the  bulk  supply  of  food  stamp  coupons  is 
limited  only  to  anyone  in  the  county  treas- 
urer's office,  food  stamp  issuance  reports  to 
the  state  are  not  examined  and  verified  by  a 
supervisor,   and  written  instructions   on 
security  have  not  been  issued. 

Although  we  ascertained  no  definite  effect  of 

these  weaknesses,  there  is  a  possibility  of  theft  of 

coupons  and/or  funds  if  proper  security  procedures  are 

not  utilized. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend   that  SRS  evaluate  federal  security  regulations 
and    their   applicability    to    each   county  operation   to  ensure 
security  procedures  at  all  issuance  offices  are  adequate. 

— Timely  Deposits    to    the   Federal   Reserve 

Federal     regulations     set     the     criteria     for     the 
frequency    of     issuance     agent     deposits     of     food     stamp 
collections    to   the    federal    reserve.      At   the   Hill    County 
issuance    office    we    noted    that    these    deposits    were    not 
always   made   on   a   timely  basis    in   accordance   with   appli- 
cable regulations. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS    ensure    all    counties    deposit    food 
stamp    issuance    receipts    in   accordance   with    federal   regula- 
tions. 

— Perpetual    Inventory  of  Food   Stamps 

Federal  and  state  regulations  state  that  perpetual 
inventory  records  must  be  maintained  of  all  coupon 
books  on  hand  in  the  project  area  to  provide  fiscal 
control  and  information  for  timely  reordering.  The 
Hill  County  issuance  office  does  not  keep  perpetual 
inventory  records  of  food  stamp  coupons . 
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RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that   SRS   ensure   all    issuance   offices   comply 
with    federal    and    state    regulations    relating    to    perpetual 
inventory  records. 

--Signatures    on   Coupon   Books 

Federal  and  state  regulations  reguire  that  the 
issuance  agent  reguest  the  recipient  to  sign  each  of 
his  coupon  books  before  leaving  the  office  and  that 
authorized  representatives  shall  be  instructed  to 
remind  the  head  of  household  to  sign  each  book  as  soon 
as  the  books  are  delivered  to  him. 

In    5    out    of    5    issuance    offices    we    visited,    these 
reguirements   were   not   complied  with.      The    five   counties 
were     Cascade,     Hill,     Lewis     and    Clark,     Missoula,     and 
Silver  Bow. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that   SRS   ensure   compliance  with   federal  and 

state  regulations  concerning  signatures  on  coupon  books. 

State   -   County  Communications 

Federal    regulations    state    that    state   administrat- 
ing   agencies    are    responsible    for    issuing    instructions 
which  will   provide   certification   and   issuance  personnel 
with    sufficient    detailed    information   and  procedures   to 
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discharge  their  responsibilities  in  the  operation  of 
the  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  appli- 
cable regulations.   During  our  audit  work,   county- 
directors  informed  our  staff  of  communication  problems 
which  indicate  SRS  did  not  provide  sufficient  detailed 
instructions.   Communication  of  SRS  policies  to  the 
counties  was  a  major  concern  of  county  directors. 
According  to  certain  county  directors,  an  effective 
interpretation  often  does  not  accompany  a  new  written 
policy,  and  in  some  cases,  the  written  policy  itself  is 
delayed  or  not  sent  to  counties. 

County  directors  suggested  that  problems  arising 
from  such  practices  at  times  result  in  clients  knowing 
more  about  recent  policy  changes  than  county  welfare 
office  employees,  or  a  lack  of  confidence  on  the  part 
of  the  county  welfare  office  when  implementing  a  new 
policy.   County  directors  also  indicated  that  corre- 
spondence from  SRS  at  times  is  inconsistent  with  prior 
correspondence  received  from  SRS.   Apparently,  accord- 
ing to  these  individuals,  correspondence  from  SRS  comes 
from  several  responsibility  centers  with  no  apparent 
attempt  to  avoid  duplication  or  inconsistencies. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  improve  communications  witli  counties 
to  ensure  that  certifications  and  issuances  are  in  compliance 
with  applicable  federal  and  state  regulations. 
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Disposition  of  Complaints 

Complaints  concerning  the  food  stamp  program  and 
certain  recipients  often  come  to  the  attention  of 
issuance  and  certification  office  personnel.   At  the 
time  of  this  review  there  were  no  state  regulations 
prescribing  procedures  to  document  complaints  and  none 
of  the  counties  visited  had  developed  such  procedures. 

Proper  documentation  of  the  nature  and  content  of 
complaints  would  aid  the  department  in  determining 
where  weaknesses  in  the  administration  of  the  program 
exist. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  complaints  received  are 
documented  and  utilized  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  food 
stamp  program  administration. 

FOOD  DISTRIBUTION  PROGRAM 

On  July  1,  1970,  in  accordance  with  a  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Governor's  Commission  on  State  Government 
Reorganization,  responsibility  for  the  administration 
of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA) 
Food  Distribution  Program  in  Montana  was  transferred  to 
SRS  from  the  Department  of  Administration.   SRS  estab- 
lishes policies  and  procedures  governing  the  receipt, 
storage,  distribution,  and  accountability  for  all  USDA 
donated  foods  for  distribution  in  Montana.   Over  $1.5 
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million  in  donated  foods  are  distributed  m  Montana 
each  year. 

The  USDA  forwards  donated  food  to  a  rented  SRS 
warehouse  in  Helena.   From  this  warehouse  SRS  makes 
distributions  to  six  Indian  reservations  and  approxi- 
mately 94  approved  summer  camps,  28  qualified  institu- 
tions, and  8  aging  services  programs.   Our  audit  con- 
sisted of  a  general  compliance  review  of  donated  food 
warehousing  procedures,  administrative  procedures,  and 
distributions  to  a  sample  of  summer  groups,  insti- 
tutions, aging  services  facilities,  and  Indian  reserva- 
tions . 

Needy  Family  Program  (Indian  Reservations) 

USDA  foods  donated  to  Indian  reservations  are 
distributed  by  reservation  workers  hired  by  an  appro- 
priate tribal  governing  body.   Each  reservation  has  at 
least  one  certification  officer  and  one  issuance  of- 
ficer.  Some  reservations  hire  additional  workers  to 
expedite  monthly  distributions.   Reservations   are 
partially  reimbursed  by  the  federal  government  through 
SRS  for  personnel,  warehouse  facilities,  and  other 
distribution  costs.   Our  review  of  the  needy  family 
program  disclosed  the  following  problems. 

--Completion  of  Certification  Documentation 

Federal  regulations  require  recipients  of  USDA 
donated  foods  to  meet  certain  specified  elegibility 
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criteria.   Unless  all  applicable  information  is  includ- 
ed in  food  distribution  documentation,  neither  the  USDA 
nor  SRS  has  assurance  that  commodity  distributions  are 
made  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations.   SRS 
has  developed  an  application  for  participation  in  the 
food  distribution  program.   This  application  does  not 
include  a  provision  for  the  documentation  of  household 
resources.   The  level  of  household  resources  is  an 
essential  factor  in  the  certification  process. 

At  the  Rocky  Boy  reservation,  we  observed  that 
applications  are  not  completed  according  to  the  appli- 
cation instructions.   In  a  significant  number  of  cases, 
only  minimal  information  such  as  name,  number  in  house- 
hold,  income,   and  certification  authorization  are 
included.    Information  such  as  address,   telephone 
number,  whether  or  not  the  applicant  received  food 
stamps  for  the  month,  case  number,  welfare  status, 
names,  ages,  and  relationship  of  persons  living  in  the 
household,  signature  of  applicant,  date,  and  hardship 
deductions  which  are  also  necessary  for  proper  certifi- 
cation were  not  on  the  application  forms. 

At  the  Fort  Belknap  reservation  the  welfare  sta- 
tus, name,  address,  telephone  number,  whether  food 
stamps  were  received  for  the  month,  case  number,  house- 
hold size,  and  income  amounts  are  not  included  on  some 
applications . 
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RECOMMCNDA^riON 

We  recommend  that  SRS  require  all  information  on  food 
distribution  application  forms  be  completed  before  a  house- 
hold is  certified  to  receive  USDA  commodities. 

—  Improper  Certification  Procedures 

Federal  regulations  and  a  USDA  approved  plan  of 
operation  provide  the  regulatory  basis  for  distribu- 
tions of  donated  food.   Regulations  include  income  and 
resource  standards  for  eligibility,  requirements  for 
verifications  of  certain  facts  presented  in  the  appli- 
cation process,  eligibility  standards  for  both  welfare 
and  nonwelfare  applicants,  and  requirements  for  docu- 
mentation of  certifications  and  issuances. 

At  the  Rocky  Boy  reservation  we  noted  that  certi- 
fication personnel  do  not  use  the  food  distribution 
manual  as  a  guideline  for  financial  eligibility. 
Instead,  they  use  the  income  and  eligibility  guidelines 
for  free  and  reduced  price  meals  and  free  milk.   The 
two  sources  contain  significantly  different  minimum 
income  requirements  for  eligibility.   Because  of  this 
error,  households  may  have  been  denied  commodities  when 
actually  eligible  according  to  applicable  rules  and 
regulations . 

Federal  and  state  food  distribution  regulations 
require  that  information  given  by  an  applicant  be 


65 


verified  to  the  extent  practicable  and  as  necessary, 
within  the  judgment  of  the  certifying  officer,  to 
support  the  determination  made  in  the  case.   Our  review 
of  Rocky  Boy  commodity  distributions  made  during  our 
audit  period  showed  no  evidence  of  any  such  verifica- 
tions . 

We  noted  at  the  Rocky  Boy  and  Fort  Belknap  commod- 
ity distribution  centers  improper  classifications  of 
public  assistance  and  nonpublic  assistance  households. 
This  is  significant  in  that  eligibility  determination 
procedures  outlined  in  federal  and  state  regulations 
are  based  upon  proper  classifications  of  each  house- 
hold. Proper  determination  of  eligibility  cannot  be 
made  without  this  classification. 

At  both  agency  donated  food  distribution  centers 
we  visited,  certification/issuance  procedures  were  not 
adequate.   At  the  Fort  Belknap  center,  we  found  that 
certification  is  not  always  complete  before  issuance. 
At  the  Rocky  Boy  agency,  distribution  personnel  are 
informed  verbally  from  the  back  room  that  certification 
is  complete.   At  the  Rocky  Boy  distribution  center  we 
noted  an  instance  when  a  person  was  issued  commodities 
at  the  same  time  as  shown  as  ineligible  in  the  certifi- 
cation file. 

Federal  and  state  regulations  relating  to  donated 
food  distributions  specifically  require  that  the  recip- 
ient agency  secure  the  signature  of  the  client  (or  his 
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agent)  on  commodity  receipt  forms  at  the  time  distri- 
bution is  made.   At  the  Rocky  Boy  Agency  we  noted  that 
such  signatures  are  not  always  obtained.   At  the  Fort 
Belknap  Agency  we  noted  a  significant  number  of  in- 
stances when  an  agent  received  and  signed  for  com- 
modities for  an  applicant  and  no  documentation  of  the 
agent's  authorization  to  do  so  was  present  in  the 
certification  file. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  recipient  agencies  comply 
with  all  applicable  sections  ol  federal  and  state  regulations 
relating  to  certification  of  commodities  recipients. 

--Follow-up  on  Field  Reviews 

State  and  federal  regulations  establish  require- 
ments for  periodic  reviews  of  commodities  certification 
and  issuance  procedures  and  appropriate  follow-up  and 
corrective  actions.  Follow-ups  on  field  reviews  per- 
formed by  SRS  at  Indian  agencies  are  inadequate.  In 
our  review  of  Indian  agencies  we  found  a  significant 
number  of  problem  areas  pointed  out  in  SRS  reviews  that 
were  still  not  corrected  a  year  later. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We   recommend   that   SRS   ensure   prompt  follow-up  and  initia- 
tion of  appropriate   corrective  action  on   all   commodity   field 
reviews. 
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--Communication  Between  County  and  Agencies 

According  to  state  and  federal  regulations,  certi- 
fication procedures  for  distribution  of  donated  foods 
to  recipients  are  different  when  the  client  is  receiv- 
ing certain  types  of  public  assistance.   Personnel 
certifying  for  and  issuing  donated  foods  at  the  Rocky 
Boy  and  Fort  Belknap  agencies  are  forced  to  inquire  of 
the  applicant  as  to  his  public  assistance  status. 
There  is  no  system  in  existence  which  allows  the  agency 
to  verify  public  assistance  information  with  the  appro- 
priate county  welfare  office. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS    establish    a   communications   system 
between    county    welfare    offices    and    agency    donated    food 
distribuLion    points    through   which   agency   certification    per- 
sonnel could  verify  public  assistance  status. 

Charitable    Institutions 

Certain    charitable     institutions    are    eligible    to 
receive     USDA     donated     foods.        In     Montana,      eligible 
institutions    and   certain    aging    services    programs    par- 
ticipate   in    this    program.       SRS ' s   procedures    to   distri- 
bute   USDA    donated    foods    to    these    two    types    of    chari- 
table    institutions     are     similar.       Our     review     of     the 
charitable    institutions    program    disclosed    the   problems 
discussed  below. 
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— Institution  Certification  Process 

Federal  regulations  require  that  SRS  determine  the 
institution  meets  USDA  eligibility  requirements  and 
that  records  are  maintained  of  the  institution's  oper- 
ating costs  and  caseload  criteria.   SRS  does  not  always 
verify  that  records  supporting  the  application  form  are 
accurate  and  available  at  the  institution. 

The  SRS  generated  application  form  requires  that 
the  institution  submit  a  federal  tax  exemption  letter 
with  their  application.   SRS  does  not  enforce  this 
requirement. 

In  our  review,  we  encountered  situtations  where 
institutions  submitting  applications  made  errors  or  did 
not  complete  the  application  properly.   In  one  in- 
stance, when  an  error  on  an  application  should  have 
made  the  applicant  ineligible,  SRS  approved  the  appli- 
cant as  a  recipient.   This  application  was,  according 
to  established  SRS  procedures,  approved  by  both  the 
Aging  Services  Bureau  and  the  Eligibility  Determination 
Bureau.   In  another  instance  when  an  application  did 
not  provide  adequate  information  for  evaluation,  SRS 
approved  the  applicant  as  a  recipient.   In  both  of 
these  situations  our  examination  of  the  institutions ' 
records  showed  SRS  made  the  proper  determinations. 
Current  SRS  procedures,  however,  would  not  result  m  a 
proper  determination  in  all  situations. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Verify  that  accurate  records  in  support  of  information 
on  USDA  food  program  applications  are  available  at  the 
institutions. 

2.  Require    submission    of    all    necessary    documents    with 
USDA  food  program  application  forms. 

3.  Conducl  an  adequate  review  ot  all  applications  before 
approving  institutions  as  donated  food  recipients. 

— Field  Visits 

Federal  regulations  establish  eligibility  require- 
ments   for    those    institutions    receiving    donated    foods. 
Agreements    with    recipient    institutions    include    a   pro- 
vision which  makes   storage   facilities    for  donated   food, 
institution     financial     records,      reports     relating     to 
donated    food    distributions,     and  procedures    and   methods 
used   in   carrying   out  program   requirements    available    for 
inspection   and  reviews   at   any   reasonable   time.      Federal 
regulations    also    require    onsite    reviews    of   charitable 
institutions . 

We    noted    instances    when    SRS    did    not    conduct   per- 
iodic    reviews     of     recipient     institutions     to     ensure 
compliance     with     applicable     federal     regulations.        In 
order   to   ensure   compliance  with   applicable   regulations, 
periodic     field    visits     to    participating     institutions 
must  be  completed  by  SRS. 
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RECOMMENDA'I'lON 

We  recommend  that  SRS  conduct  periodic  field  reviews  of 
institutions  participating  in  tfie  USDA  donated  foods  pro- 
gram. 

— Approval  and  Notification 

Federal  regulations  require  that  SRS  submit  for 
prior  approval  of  the  USDA  Food  and  Nutrition  Service 
Regional  Office,  the  method  or  methods  to  be  used  in 
determining  the  number  of  needy  persons  served  in 
charitable  institutions  and  that  SRS  notify  each  chari- 
table institution  in  writing  as  to  which  method  will  be 
used  in  its  particular  case. 

SRS  has  not  obtained  prior  approval  from  the  USDA 
Food  and  Nutrition  Service  Regional  Office  for  the 
method  of  determining  the  number  of  needy  persons 
served  by  the  commodity  program  m  institutions,  nor 
has  SRS  informed  each  institution  in  writing  as  to  the 
method  to  be  used  m  its  case. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.       Comply  with  federal  regulations  requiring  prior  approval 
of  methods   for   determining   the   number   of  needy   per- 
sons served  in  a  charitable  institution. 
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2.   Notify  all  institutions  as  to  the  metiiod  to  be  used  in 
determining  the  number  of  needy  persons  served  at  that 
institution. 

—  Inventory  Records  at  Institutions 

Federal  regulations  require  that  participating 
institutions  maintain  accurate  and  complete  records 
with  respect  to  the  receipt,  disposal,  and  inventory  of 
donated  foods  received.   Good  internal  control  proce- 
dures also  require  the  maintenance  of  such  records.   In 
our  review  of  institutions  participating  in  the  donated 
foods  program,  we  noted  that  institutions  do  not  always 
maintain  accurate  perpetual  inventory  records. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  that  participating   institutions 
maintain    accurate    perpetual    inventory    records    for    USDA 
donated  foods. 

Summer  Camps 

SRS  is  responsible  for  the  distribution  of  USDA 
donated  foods  to  summer  camps.   We  visited  summer  camps 
and  evaluated  current  SRS  procedures  with  respect  to 
requirements  of  the  USDA  program.   We  noted  several 
problems  in  the  distribution  of  donated  foods  to  summer 
camps . 
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— storage  and  Handling  of  Donated  Foods 

Federal  regulations  require  that  facilities  for 
the  handling,  storage,  and  distribution  of  commodities 
be  such  as  to  properly  safeguard  against  theft,  spoil- 
age,  and  other  loss.   Subdistributing  agencies  and 
recipient  agencies  are  required  to  provide  similar 
facilities . 

At  the  Great  Falls  Girl  Scout  Summer  Day  Camp 
donated  foods  are  not  stored  m  a  central  location. 
Foods  are  stored  in  the  houses  of  the  camp  director  and 
the  business  manager  as  well  as  at  the  camp.   Also  at 
this  camp,  we  noted  improper  storage  of  dry  milk,  rice, 
and  shortening.   Dry  milk  and  rice  were  not  stored  in 
sealable  metal  containers  and  shortening  was  not  re- 
frigerated after  opening.   At  Legendary  Lodge  donated 
foods  were  stored  in  an  unlocked  refrigerator  m  an 
unlocked  building. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We     recommend    that    SRS    ensure    compliance    with    federal 

regulations    concerning    storage    facilities    at     recipient    acjen- 


— Distribution  Records  and  Procedures 

Federal  regulations  state  that  distributing  agen- 
cies shall  require  all  subdistributing  and  recipient 
agencies  to  maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  with 
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respect  to  the  receipt,  disposal,  and  inventory  of 
donated  foods.   SRS  policies  concerning  the  receipt  of 
donated  foods  require  recipient  agencies  to  count 
donated  foods  received,  note  discrepancies  in  appli- 
cable records,  and  immediately  inform  the  SRS  of  any 
problems  encountered.   The  Great  Falls  Girl  Scout 
Summer  Day  Camp  does  not  consistently  keep  their  copy 
of  SRS ' s  requisitions  received  with  shipments,  count 
commodities  received,  or  inform  SRS  of  shortages  in 
shipments . 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  compliance  with  state  and 
federal  regulations  concerning  receipt  of  donated  food  and 
recordkeeping  at  recipient  agencies. 

Commodities  Distribution  Records 

Federal  regulations  state  that  accurate  and  com- 
plete records  shall  be  maintained  with  respect  to  the 
receipt,   disposal  and  inventory  of  donated  foods, 
including  the  determination  made  as  to  liability  for 
any  improper  distribution  or  use  of,  loss  of,  or  damage 
to,  such  foods  and  the  results  obtained  from  the  pur- 
suit of  claims  arising  in  favor  of  the  distributing 
agency.   When  the  number  of  items  in  a  case  of  donated 
food  changes,  SRS  does  not  indicate  so  on  the  requisi- 
tion, receipt,  and  monthly  report  form.   This  causes 
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the  number  of  cases  ordered  and  shipped  to  disagree 
with  the  number  of  items  received  by  the  recipient 
agency.   Accurate  and  complete  records  cannot  be  as- 
sured without  indicating  the  correct  number  of  items  on 
requisition,  receipt,  and  monthly  report  forms. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We    recommend    that    SRS    accurately   and   completely  account 

for  all  donated  foods  distributed  to  recipient  agencies. 

FINAL  COMMENTS 

We  have  reviewed  the  comments  and  recommendations 
contained  in  this  report  with  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  and 
his  staff.   The  full  text  of  the  department's  response 
to  this  report  begins  on  page  76. 

We  wish  to  express  our  appreciation  to  the  Direc- 
tor and  his  staff  for  cooperation  and  assistance  during 
this  audit. 


75 


AGENCY   REPLY 
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LEGISLATIVE  AUDIT  REPORT 

AGENCY   COMMENTS  =>'    iTANA  LLGISLAilVI 

"Report  on  Review  of  Selected  Assistance  Programs 
Conducted  in  Conjunction  with  Examination 
of  Financial  Statements" 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  enforce  the  investigation,  reporting, 

and  collection  provisions  of  the  relative  responsibility 

law." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

DO  NOT  CONCUR:  Collection  efforts  are  currently  utilized  in 
those  instances  where  it  is  cost  beneficial  to  pursue 
collection.  The  cost-beneficial  instances  are  limited 
because  the  SSI  and  food  stamp  programs  are  federal  programs 
and  because  the  "responsible  relatives"  are  often  included  as 
a  recipient  of  the  aid.,  i.e.,  the  mother  in  an  AFDC  grant. 

The  greatest  potential  for  collection  exists  from  absent 
fathers  in  AFDC  cases.  Collection  action  is  taken  in  these 
cases  by  the  Department  of  Revenue. 

The  Department  also  believes  the  comparison  of  potential 
collections  with  the  Department  of  Institutions  collections 
is  a  meaningless  comparison  since  Institutions  does  not  have 
an  income  requirement  for  services. 

In  addition,  if  the  Departments  of  SRS  and  Revenue  were  to 
engage  in  a  more  aggressive  program  of  enforcing  the 
remaining  few  cases  under  the  relative  responsibility  law, 
both  Departments  would  need  considerably  more  staff  due  to  a 
greatly  expanded  workload. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Audit  county  poor  fund  expenditures  for  propriety  before 
approving  grants-in-aid. 

2.  Require  county  institutions  which  serve  the  general 
public  as  well  as  the  needy,  to  maintain  records  which 
separately  report  expenditures  related  to  the  care  of 
indigent  patients." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:   ARM  grant-in-aid  rules  have  been  adopted  which  give 

a  county  the  option  of: 

1)  Establishing  a  separate  account  for  the  hospital; 
or 

2)  Limiting  admissions  or  services  solely  to  indigent; 
or 
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3 )  Use  of  a  record  keeping  system  which  can 
demonstrate  that  the  grant-in-aid  request  is  caused 
by  services  to  nonindigents . 


RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Establish  a  system  for  after-the-fact  review  of  county 
expenditures  of  grant-in-aid  funds. 

2.  Request  reimbursement  of  improper  county  expenditures 
from  grant-in-aid  funds. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1 .  CONCUR 

2 .  CONCUR 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Review  AFDC  forms  for  necessity  and  streamline  them  to 
minimize  the  eligibility  technician's  paperwork  load. 

2.  Emphasize  to  county  personnel  the  need  for  the  required 
forms  to  be  retained  in  AFDC  case  files." 


AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1 .  Concur 

a.  The  new  manual  is  a  more  efficient,  accessible,  and 
readable  format.  Partial  completion  10-78,  second 
partial  completion  12-78  and  final  target  date  3-79 

b.  A  desk  top  guide  was  completed  and  issued  to 
counties  8-78.  It  gives  abbreviated  citation,  ARM 
and  Procedure  numbers  for  referral. 

c.  A  forms  review  was  completed  and  identified  39 
mandatory  and  9  optional  forms  for  AFDC.  This  was 
completed  and  forwarded  to  counties  on  8-78. 

d.  A  prescribed  application  packet  with  mandatory/ 
optional  forms  suggested  was  completed  and  sent  to 
counties  on  8-78. 

e.  Forms  redesign  is  currently  in  draft  form  as  are 
the  EA-20  Transfer,  Application,  Redetermination, 
Change  slip.  Target  date  3-79  (forms  to  be 
coordinated  with  data  processing  function. ) 

f.  The  combination  of  EA-16  Paternity  &  Support 
Determination  and  EA-32  Assignment  of  Support  will 
be  initiated  by  12-78. 

2.  Concur:   This  is  part  of  an  on-going  process  done  in 
conjunction  with  county  visitations  by  state  staff. 
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RECONMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

Require  adequate  documentation  in  the  county  assistance  files 

of  home  visits  and  resulting  follow-up." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR : 

a.  One  region  is  piloting  home  visit  documentation  and 
followup  to  support  or  negate  the  theory  of  the  value  of 
a  home  visit.  A  corrective  action  group  is  testing  this 
and  will  report  results. 

b.  The  State  could  initiate  a  home  visit  form,  although  the 
amount  of  forms  is  a  current  complaint  (some  counties 
currently  have  such  forms . ) 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  develop  a  system  to  verify  income 

reported  by  AFDC  recipients." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
1 .    CONCUR : 

a.  Economic  Assistance  does  verify  if  income  is 
current  when  reported  and  when  the  agency  becomes 
aware  of  the  recipients  employment. 

b.  There  is  currently  a  comparison  made  of  Employment 
Security  Division  monthly  reports  with  the  AFDC 
payroll.  Department  of  Revenue  reports  are  not 
current  enough  for  our  needs.  Most  often  when 
income  is  identified  that  was  not  previously 
reported,  a  case  of  fraud  may  exist. 


RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Transfer  case  files  and  case  supervision  to  a  new  county 
of  residtince  after  the  recipient  has  been  in  the  county 
for  30  days. 

2.  Perform  home  visits  and  an  eligibility  redetermination 
at  the  time  of  transfer  and  before  payment  of  additional 
assistance. " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1 .  CONCUR : 

2 .  CONCUR : 

a.  Agree  that  there  should  be  an  eligibility 
redetermination,  but  not  a  home  visit. 

b.  Added  staff  required.  Counties  have  initiated  a 
compliance  letter  which  will  be  reviewed  by  the 
Federal  Program  Staff.   Also  a  new,  more  detailed 


transfer  form  which  gives  the  receiving  county  more 
information  on  the  recipient  should  be  completed  by 
1-79. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  require  all  counties  to  adhere  to 
"ward"  Indian  classification  requirements  and  adequately 
document  support  for  the  "ward"  classification." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:   New  manual  more  clearly  defines  ward  under  Section 

501.3  which  should  better  clarify  policy  for  Eligibility 

Technicians. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  work  closely  with  the  counties  to  fill 
vacant  positions  of  essential  staff  members  as  soon  as 
possible. " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  However,  immediate  replacement  is  limited  to 
available  appropriations.  The  appropriations  have  not 
allowed  immediate  replacement  because  of  legislative 
reductions  for  "vacancy  savings"  and  because  of  lump-sum 
payments  for  accrued  leave  at  time  of  termination.  Immediate 
replacement  is  a  problem  especially  in  counties  with  a  single 
employee  or  few  employees.  The  Department  has  transferred 
monies  from  other  programs  to  help  solve  the  problem,  but 
solution  is  still  limited  to  total  funds  available. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  require  documented  periodic  super- 
visory review  of  assistance  case  files." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR : 

a.  Supervisory  reviews  are  re-emphasized  in  Montana's 
current  corrective  action  plan. 

b.  Case  file  dividers  will  make  reviews  for 
Supervisors  easier  and  faster. 

c.  SRS  has  initiated  expanded  sample  reviews  of  a 
large  sample  of  desk  reviews.  This  was  initiated 
in  7  counties  since  7-78  and  such  reviews  will 
continue.  These  reviews  alleviate  the  problems 
indicated  in  lines  23  through  25. 

RECOMMENDATION 
"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.    Reemphasize    the    importance    of    the    employment 
registration  requirements  to  its  county  staffs." 
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2.  Work  closely  with  the  Employment  Security  Division  to 
provide  as  many  training  and  job  opportunities  as 
possible  to  assistance  recipients." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1 .  CONCUR : 

a.  The  Department  contends  this  is  currently  being 
done,  that  there  are  9  WIN  teams  in  the  State  and 
that  1200  ADC  recipients  have  been  placed  on  jobs 
at  a  savings  of  $2.5  million.  Montana  SRS  leads 
this  region  in  WIN  job  placement. 

b.  Quality  Control  special  reviews  re-emphasized  WIN 
registration  in  7  counties  when  cases  were 
identified  in  error. 

c.  Job  placement  is  a  problem  in  small  rural  counties 
and  probably  not  cost  effective  to  develop  such 
jobs . 

d.  Case  file  dividers  would  help  with  the  WIN  review 
and  reassessment. 

2.  CONCUR:  EA  contends  that  this  is  currently  being  done, 
EA  makes  the  necessary  referrals  and  the  Service  Section 
WIN  team  looks  for  the  training  and  the  job  placements. 

RECOMMENDATION  "We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Review  nonresident  general  assistance  cases  on  a  sample 
basis  to  ensure  eligibility  for  such  assistance. 

2.  Review  nonresident  general  assistance  payments  for 
propriety. " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1 .  CONCUR . 

2 .  CONCUR . 

RECOMMENDATION  "We  recommend  that  SRS  periodically  review 
county  general  assistance  work  programs  for  proper  workers' 
compensation  coverage  as  required  by  the  general  assistance 
procedures  manual . " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

DO  NOT  CONCUR:  The  County  Work  programs  are  optional  to  the 
counties,  involve  county  monies,  and  if  the  State  is  to 
become  involved,  appropriations  would  be  needed  for  the 
administration  of  such  programs  by  the  State. 

RECOMMENDATION  "We  recommend  that  SRS  develop  an  assistance 
file  record  retention  policy  for  use  by  all  counties." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR : 

a.  A  records  management  person  has  been  added  to  the 
SRS  staff,   is  currently  working  on  the  records 
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management  of  State  office  records,  and  will  make 
recommendations  to  the  counties  in  the  future. 

b.  Counties  have  been  encouraged  to  abolish  old 
records,  some  have  done  so,  others  have  stripped 
records  to  lein  agreements,  and  information  they 
feel  pertinent  to  estates  recoveries  collection. 

c.  Some  counties  feel  that  they  would  rather  retain 
cases  more  than  three  years  for  those  who 
occasionally  return  and  reapply. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Establish  a  system  which  will  identify  those  cases  where 
custody  exceeds  established  time  limits. 

2.  Require  documentation  in  case  files  stating  that  social 
workers  have  performed  periodic  reviews  of  cases  and 
describing  the  results  of  the  reviews. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1.  CONCUR:  SRS  policy  now  defines  a  review  system  for 
foster  care  for  custody  as  well  as  necessary  periodic 
reviews  being  done.  The  Social  Services  Bureau  will 
begin  a  project  of  "permanent  planning"  which  will  of 
necessity  require  close  monitoring  both  of  these  in 
addition  to  other  components  of  the  foster  care  program. 
This  project  will  be  done  by  current  staff  and  will 
begin  on  7/1/79. 

2.  CONCUR:  Implementation  and  ongoing  monitoring  will  then 
continue  as  part  of  our  overall  operation. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Establish  a  system  to  determine  that  all  foster  home 
licensing  procedures  have  been  completed. 

2.  Require  social  workers  to  document  foster  home  visits. 

3 .  Require  foster  homes  to  maintain  adequate  attendance 
records . 

4.  Require  the  Social  Services  Bureau  to  approve  foster 
care  payrolls. " 


AGENCY  COMMENTS 


1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 


CONCUR . 

CONCUR:    This  will  be  part  of  policy  of 
planning  and  will  be  accomplished  by  9/1/79. 


permanent 


CONCUR : 

CONCUR:    The   payrolls   will   be 
Services  Bureau  prior  to  payment. 


reviewed   by   Social 


RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Correct  SS-1  Form  errors  and  document  calls  to  the 
appropriate  county  explaining  the  correction. 

2.  Require  social  workers  to  review  AFDC  "ward"  Indian 
cases  to  verify  and  document  eligibility. 

3.  Develop  a  system  to  verify  coding  on  SS-1  forms 
and  partial  payment  calculations." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1.  CONCUR:  Forms  are  processed  through  Social  Services 
Bureau.  Returning  forms  or  other  delays  could  result  in 
overpayments  or  late  payments  to  foster  parents.  The 
current  batch  mode  system  for  foster  home  payments  will 
be  rewritten  as  an  on-line  system  prior  to  July  1,  1979. 
This  will  help  enhance  the  accuracy  of  payments. 

2.  CONCUR:   Will  be  implemented  by  12/1/78. 

3.  CONCUR:  Procedures  are  being  established  through 
written  instructions  and  will  be  implemented  December  1, 
1978. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Require  someone  independent  of  the  payment  process  to 
mail  warrants  to  foster  home  operators . 

2.  Establish  a  system  to  periodically  test  samples  of  the 
foster  care  payments  for  existence  of  foster  homes  and 
foster  children." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1.  CONCUR:   Implemented  with  November,  1978  payments. 

2.  CONCUR:  Economic  Assistance  Quality  Control  currently 
reviews  medicaid  for  foster  care  cases. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS: 

1.  Require  adequate  documentation  of  eligibility  for  AFDC 
foster  care  cases. 

2.  Seek  clarification  from  the  federal  government  regarding 
the  eligibility  requirements  for  AFDC  foster  care 
funding  resulting  from  court  petitions." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS: 

1 .  CONCUR . 

2.  CONCUR:   The  Department  will  seek  clarification. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Require  social  workers  to  prepare  written  reports  of  the 
financial  resources  of  parents  of  children  placed  in 
foster  care  and  require  sufficient  tests  to  assure 
proper  disclosure. 
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2 .  Design  a  standard  form  to  enable  social  workers  to  make 
a  proper  financial  investigation." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1 .  CONCUR . 

2.  CONCUR. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Ensure  that  foster  care  expenditures  are  made  in 
accordance  with  applicable  state  and  federal  laws  and 
regulations . 

2 .  Provide  foster  home  education  program  services  only  to 
eligible  foster  children." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1.  CONCUR:  Based  upon  a  fair  hearing  (No.  251  of 
11/15/75),  the  Department  pays  for  foster  care  of 
children  over  the  age  of  18. 

2.  CONCUR:  Social  Services  Bureau  has  not  paid  educational 
expenses  for  foster  children.  Discontinued  7/1/77. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  require  social  workers  to  complete 

required  medical  forms  for  all  foster  care  children." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  This  is  currently  being  done.  The  Social  Services 
Bureau  will  make  certain  duplicate  copies  of  the  EA  13  in  the 
eligibility  file  and  in  the  Social  Services  file. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  emphasize  to  social  workers  the 
necessity  for  prompt  protection  of  Indian  inheritance 
rights. " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:   A  system  will  be  established  within  the  state  office 

to  regularly  monitor. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  perform  audits  of  special  group  home 
rates  which  exceed  limits  established  by  the  legislature  to 
ensure  that  these  rates  are  reasonable  and  conform  with 
federal  regulations." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:    However,   there   is   no   need   for  SRS  to  audit 

out-of-state  if  audits  are  performed  by  the  other  states. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  establish  a  system  of  case  file  review 

for  all  foster  care  cases." 


AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:   This  will  be  accomplished  by  7/1/79. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  up-date  the  sections  of  the  ARM 

relating  to  the  foster  care  program." 

CONCUR:   Will  be  accomplished  by  7/1/79. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  initiate  procedures  to  ensure  internal 
controls  over  the  certification  of  food  stamp  recipients  are 
adequate  at  all,  certification  offices." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  Memos  were  sent  to  all  counties  in  December  75,  and 
April  77,  which  outline  the  state  system  for  the  separation 
of  certification  and  issuance  functions.  Continuing 
Efficiency  and  Effectiveness  (E  &  E)  reviews  have  monitored 
this  action. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  comply  with  state  and  federal  food 
stamp  regulations  relating  to  proper  documentation  of  food 
stamp  certification  activity." 

AGENCY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCUR:  County  Supervisors  started  making  supervisory 
reviews  to  improve  documentation  in  March  1976.  We  have 
continued  supervisory  reviews  since  that  time.  Also  E  &  E 
reviews  since  September  1975  to  the  present  time  have  been 
emphasizing  this. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  that  counties  use  food  stamp 
identification  cards  in  accordance  with  federal  and  state 
regulations . " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR :  This  particular  problem  of  having  unsigned  ID  cards 
has  not  come  up  before.  Manual  Section  4810.3  states 
"Although  the  ID  card  may  be  mailed  to  the  household,  the 
best  security  is  provided  when  the  card  can  be  completed  and 
handed  to  the  newly  certified  household,  and  it  is  signed 
before  leaving  the  office." 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  take  steps  necessary  to  ensure 
compliance  with  applicable  federal  and  state  regulations 
concerning  completion  of  application  forms." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR . 
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RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  take  steps  necessary  to  ensure 
compliance  in  all  counties  with  federal  and  state  food  stamp 
regulations  concerning  work  registration." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  The  work  registration  system  was  reworked  to  conform 
with  federal  and  state  guidelines  in  October  1977,  with 
implementation  of  Form  ES-511. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  take  steps  necessary  to  ensure  that 
all  counties  certify  households  for  reasonable  time  periods 
in  compliance  with  federal  regulations." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR . 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  initiate  procedures  to  ensure  that 
controls  over  blank  ATP  cards  in  all  county  certification 
offices  are  adequate  to  prevent  misuse  by  certification 
office  personnel  or  visitors." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  Memo  #76-45  dated  October  19,  1976  initiated  the  use 
of  a  "Clerical  Unit  Security  and  Control  Checklist"  on  a 
continuing  basis.  E  &  E  reviews  showed  this  same  problem  and 
the  above  action  was  taken  as  a  result. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  establish  procedures  to  ensure  that 
county  certification  offices  use  prenumbered  receipts  in 
accounting  for  repayments  of  food  stamp  overissuances . " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:   The  Department  will  either: 

1.  Provide  prenumbered  receipt  books  to  all  counties 
or 

2.  Require   all  repayments  to  be  made  through  the 
County  Treasurer's  Office. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  ATP  cards  are  used  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  ATP  card  functions  stated  in  federal  and 
state  regulations." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  County  Directors  were  asked  to  review  issuance 
procedures  with  the  County  Food  Stamp  Issuing  Agent  in  March 
1977.  The  present  program  has  an  ATP  card  with  a  procedure 
for  the  selection  of  four  purchase  options  on  it.  The  new 
program  will  provide  for  only  one  choice  per  card  which  will 


help  resolve  this  problem.  To  our  knowledge  this  particular 
problem  is  not  a  state-wide  problem. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  evaluate  Federal  security  regulations 
and  their  applicability  to  each  county  operation  to  ensure 
security  procedures  at  all  issuance  offices  are  adequate." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  The  state  does  have  issuance  agreements  with  all 
agents  where  the  agent  agrees  to  have  adequate  security, 
insurance  and  bonding  to  cover  possible  loss  of  cash  or 
coupons . 

SRS  is  in  the  process  of  rewriting  Model  Contracts  and 
Issuance  Agreements.  Also  SRS  is  writing  a  new  Issuance 
Procedures  Manual  in  which  we  will  cover  security  measures. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  all  counties  deposit  food  stamp 

issuance  receipts  in  accordance  with  federal  regulations." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  SRS  has  worked  on  the  issue  of  compliance  with 
deposit  requirements  since  1976.  With  the  change  in  the 
program  the  requirement  for  cash  payment  will  be  eliminated 
January  1,  1978  and  this  problem  will  no  longer  be  a  concern. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  all  issuance  offices  comply 
with  federal  and  state  regulations  relating  to  perpetual 
inventory  records . " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:   SRS  has  been  stressing  the  need  for  a  perpetual 

inventory  control   at  the   time  of  E  &  E  reviews  since 

September  1975.    State  corrective  action  was  taken  March 

1977. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  compliance  with  federal  and 

state  regulations  concerning  signatures  on  coupon  books." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  This  is  the  first  time  to  our  knowledge  this  was 
brought  up  as  a  state-wide  problem.  Our  new  issuance  manual 
will  cover  the  need  for  a  signature  and  it  will  be  included 
as  one  of  the  items  to  look  for  at  future  E  &  E  reviews. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  improve  communications  with  counties 
to  ensure  that  certifications  and  issuances  are  in  compliance 
with  applicable  federal  and  state  regulations." 
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AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  The  EA  Division  Clearing  House  approach  for  the 
ADM-200  is  an  example  of  the  actions  we  have  taken. 
Communication  remains  a  problem  which  we  constantly  have  to 
work  on.  The  state  is  in  the  process  of  rewriting  a  new 
manual  which  will  go  into  use  January  1,  1979.  It  will 
provide  for  a  procedure  where  county  staff  will  sign  for  the 
receipt  of  important  manual  material. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  complaints  received  are 
documented  and  utilized  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  food 
stamp  program  administration." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:   Use  of  the  ADM-200  Form  documents  all  requests  for 

policy/procedure  interpretations  and  clarification. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  require  all  information  on  food 
distribution  application  forms  be  completed  before  a 
household  is  certified  to  receive  USDA  commodities." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR . 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  recipient  agencies  comply  with 
all  applicable  sections  of  federal  and  state  regulations 
relating  to  certification  of  commodities  recipients." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR . 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  prompt  follow-up  and  initiation 
of  appropriate  corrective  action  on  all  commodity  field 
reviews . " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:   However,  this  will  require  the  addition  of  one  field 

representative  in  the  commodity  program. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  establish  a  communications  system 
between  county  welfare  offices  and  agency  donated  food 
distribution  points  through  which  agency  certification 
personnel  could  verify  public  assistance  status." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:    There   currently   is   a   system   of  exchange   and 

communication . 
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RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Verify  that  accurate  records  in  support  of  information 
on  USDA  food  program  applications  are  available  at  the 
institutions . 

2.  Require  submission  of  all  necessary  documents  with  USDA 
food  program  application  forms. 

3.  Conduct  an  adequate  review  of  all  applications  before 
approving   institutions   as   donated   food  recipients." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1,  2  &  3   CONCUR:   To  do  this  will  require  additional  staff. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  conduct  periodic  field  reviews  of 
institutions  participating  in  the  USDA  donated  foods 
program. " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  Since  March  29,  1976,  the  Department  has  completed 
25  reviews  of  Institutions;  22  new  Institutions:  53  Summer 
Camps;  8  Title  VII  Projects  and  12  Satellite  Sites. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS : 

1.  Comply  with  federal  regulations  requiring  prior  approval 
of  methods  for  determining  the  number  of  needy  persons 
served  in  a  charitable  institution. 

2.  Notify  all  institutions  as  to  the  method  to  be  used  in 
determining  the  number  of  needy  persons  served  at  that 
institution. " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

1.  CONCUR:   Currently  being  done. 

2.  CONCUR:   Currently  being  done. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  that  participating  institutions 
maintain  accurate  perpetual  inventory  records  for  USDA 
donated  foods . " 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  Not  necessary  to  maintain  perpetual  inventory  since 
the  monthly  requisition,  receipt  and  inventory  Forms  SRS-FD  7 
has  the  necessary  information  and  fulfills  the  same  needs  as 
a  perpetual  inventory. 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  compliance  with  federal 
regulations  concerning  storage  facilities  at  recipient 
agencies . " 
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AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR . 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  ensure  compliance  with  state  and 
federal  regulations  concerning  receipt  of  donated  food  and 
recordkeeping  at  recipient  agencies." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 
CONCUR . 

RECOMMENDATION 

"We  recommend  that  SRS  accurately  and  completely  account  for 

all  donated  foods' distributed  to  recipient  agencies." 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

CONCUR:  Each  recipient  has  been  notified  to  be  aware  of 
changes  in  packing  from  time  to  time.  SRS  employees  do  not 
assume  that  this  is  the  reason  for  discrepancies. 
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